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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Thursday, January 10, 1991 
The House met at 12 noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray
er: 

Gracious God, as You have given us 
the great gift of life by which every 
other gift is judged, we pray that we 
will be worthy of that gift and be the 
people You would have us be. As we 
focus with such intensity on the crisis 
of the day, may we see clearly the pur
poses of Your creation and Your good 
will to all people. 

We pray for the leaders of our Nation 
and the leaders of every nation and all 
people who work for peace that justice 
will be our goal and peace the blessed 
gift of all. In Your name, we pray. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 

from Kentucky [Mr. HUBBARD] please 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. HUBBARD led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

SWEARING IN OF MEMBERS-ELECT 
The SPEAKER. The Chair would ask 

the Members to clear the well except 
for those Members-elect of the 102d 
Congress who wish to take the oath of 
office. 

Mr. CHAPMAN of Texas and Mr. GUAR
INI of New Jersey appeared at the bar 
of the House and took the oath of of

. fice, as follows: 
Do you solemnly swear that you will 

support and defend the Constitution of 
the United States against all enemies, 
foreign and domestic; that you will 
bear true faith and allegiance to the 
same; that you take this obligation 
freely, without any mental reservation 
or purpose of evasion, and that you will 
well and faithfully discharge the duties 
of the office on which you are about to 
enter. So help you God. 

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF 
HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING COM
MISSION 
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro

visions of title 40, United States Code, 
sections 175 and 176, the chair appoints 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP
HARDT] and the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. MICHEL] as members of the House 
Office Building Commission to serve 
with himself. 

DEMOCRATIC CAUCUS DEBATES 
PERSIAN GULF 

(Mr. SCHEUER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, the 
Democratic Caucus just finished an ab
solutely inspiring debate on the Per
sian Gulf situation. The point was 
made by my colleague from New York, 
Mr. SOLARZ, and by one or two others, 
that sanctions will not work because 
they will not induce Mr. Saddam Hus
sein to make a political judgment to 
roll his forces back from Kuwait. 

Mr. Speaker, we are not sure whether 
that is true or not. We do not know. 
The one thing that we do know about 
sanctions is that they will erode dras
tically Saddam Hussein's capacity to 
dominate, to threaten, to intimidate 
his neighbors and be a threat to the 
peace and stability of the Middle East. 

The intelligence community tells 
Members that sanctions will erode his 
economy by 50 percent in the first 
year, and Senator NUNN tells Members 
today that it will be 70 percent reduc
tion of his GNP. We have been involved 
in 115 cases of sanctions in the last half 
a century, our country has, and in 
about a third of them, they have 
worked. In the third where they have 
worked, the average by which we have 
reduced the GNP of those targeted 
countries was 21h percent. That is 
enough to concentrate some kinds and 
help them make this decision. This is 
20 times more devastating impact on 
the GNP of Iraq. It is going to destroy 
his economy. There will be no spare 
parts, no replacement parts for his 
military. It will bring his economy and 
bring his military machine to their 
knees. Sanctions will work. We ought 
to hang in there with them. 

SOVIET AGGRESSION IN THE 
BALTIC STATES 

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 

for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, as the 
eyes of the world, and certainly people 
in this country, focus on the Persian 
Gulf, I think it is important that we be 
aware of what is apparently about to 
happen in the Baltic States. That is, 
they are about to feel the heel of So
viet aggression and oppression. I say 
"aggression" because the Baltic States 
were illegally annexed to the Soviet 
Union as a result of the infamous Molo
tov-Ribbentrop Pact of World War II. 
The United States Government has 
never recognized the legitimacy of the 
annexation of the three States of Esto
nia, Latvia, and Lithuania. 

In recent days Soviet General Sec
retary Mikhail Gorbachev has moved 
to tighten his control of the seven 
breakaway republics that are seeking 
true self-determination. His reprisals 
against the tiny Baltic States of Lat
via, Lithuania, and Estonia are par
ticularly severe, and seem to be de
signed to punish the states that have 
been in the forefront of the self-deter
mination movement. Throughout the 
Baltic States, Soviet paratroopers have 
been conducting sweeps for the tens of 
thousands of young men who have re
fused to enter the Soviet Army. These 
young men had been given permission 
by their legitimate governments to 
perform public service in lieu of 2 years 
in the Soviet Army. It has become in
creasingly clear, however, that Gorba
chev intends to put an end to this prac
tice. 

There are numerous other ominous 
signs. In Lithuania, army troops have 
surrounded the legislative buildings, 
the printing plants, and the television 
stations. In Latvia, Interior Ministry 
forces took control of the country's 
printing facilities, denying both the 
local press and the Latvian Govern
ment the ability to publish material. 
Perhaps most ominous, Gorbachev has 
suggested that he would extend "Presi
dential rule" to the Baltic States. 
Under Presidential rule Gorbachev 
could disband the national parliaments 
and ban demonstrations and political 
groups, effectively putting an end to 
the self-determination process. 

I would note, Mr. Speaker, that Dep
uty Secretary of State Eagleburger 
summoned the Soviet Ambassador to 
express our Government's grave con
cerns about this crackdown. As Mr. 
Eagleburger rightly told the Soviet 
Ambassador, continued repression 
would almost certainly disrupt United 
States-Soviet relations. 
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These three Baltic States, along with 

Moldavia, have a legitimate case to be 
exempt from Gorbachev's actions to 
keep the Soviet Union together. We un
derstand that Soviet President Gorba
chev needs to draw a line against the 
disintegration of his nation yet that 
line could and should be drawn to let 
the people of the Baltic States go free. 

Mr. Gorbachev should know that 
America will not watch quietly, if, in 
fact, he . comes down hard upon them, 
and destroy their independence move
ment. This will, Mr. Gorbachev, se
verely damage Soviet-American rela
tions. This Member and America, in 
the strongest possible terms, urges the 
Soviets not to take action against the 
people of the Baltic States. Let them 
go free and explain quite clearly to the 
people of the Soviet Union that such 
action is not a precedent for the dis
solution of the Soviet Union, as these 
three Baltic States and Moldavia were 
illegally added to the U.S.S.R. during 
the World War II era. 

ANNUNZIO CONDEMNS SOVIET 
REPRESSION IN BALTICS 

(Mr. ANNUNZIO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I strongly 
condemn the ongoing Soviet repression of the 
Baltic Republics of Latvia, Lithuania, and Esto
nia. 

The tens of thousands of Soviet troops who 
have recently marched into these countries 
are a threat to peace and democracy in the 
region. 

We cannot stand by and watch the Baltic 
peoples' quest for autonomy turn to ashes 
without making it clear to Mikhail Gorbachev 
that future United States-Soviet relations could 
hinge on this question. 

TRIBUTE TO FORT CAMPBELL 
SOLDIERS 

(Mr. HUBBARD asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud to represent Fort Campbell, KY. 

Today, from Fort Campbell there are 
16,500 soldiers from the lOlst Airborne 
Division in Saudi Arabia. There are 
also 2,500 Fort Campbell soldiers from 
the lOlst Support Group [Corps] and an
other 1,500 Fort Campbell soldiers from 
the 5th Special Forces Group in Saudi 
Arabia. 

Yes, that's 20,500 Fort Campbell sol
diers in Saudi Arabia. There are an
other 4,000 Army Reserves and Na
tional Guard troops in Saudi Arabia or 
en route who have been mobilized at 
Fort Campbell. Among the 4,000 are 250 
from the Army Reserves' 807th Hos
pital Unit in Paducah, KY, the largest 
city in my district. 

These men and women in Saudi Ara
bia deserve our undivided support from 
Congress. This Congressman, a Demo
crat, while continuing to hope and pray 
for peace, supports the President of the 
United States and the U.N. Security 
Council in the joint demand that Iraq 
withdraw its forces from Kuwait before 
next Tuesday. 

Saddam Hussein, you must withdraw 
your troops from Kuwait now. 

D 1210 

REMEMBER ISRAEL 
(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, one 
of the most disturbing moments at the 
press conference with the Iraqi Foreign 
Minister yesterday was when Mr. Aziz 
unmistakably indicated that Iraq 
would attack Israel. 

Mr. Speaker, as we prepare for a po
tential war, let us remember who our 
friends are and where our interests lie. 
Israel has been an unfailing and loyal 
ally, the only democracy in the area. 
They have been remarkably restrained 
and responsible during the Persian Gulf 
crisis, despite the overwhelming threat 
that they face from Iraqi missiles. 

Whatever we do in the Persian Gulf, 
let us do it in coordination and con
sultation with Israel. Let us put any 
differences aside that we have had re
cently. We have always come through 
for each other, and let that continue. 

WHERE IS THE REST OF THE 
WORLD? 

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, if 
Suddam Hussein is a world problem, 
then where is the rest of the world? 
Where is Germany? Where is Japan? 

While we are protecting their oil, the 
Japanese are selling hotdogs in Yosem
ite. 

To me this is no new world order. 
This is the same old world ripoff, and 
here is how it works. The United Na
tions, they authorize war. The Amer
ican people, they pay for it, and then 
the American sons and daughters die. 
Then after it is over, the United Na
tions says, "Well, it was a police ac
tion.'' 

I say let the United Nations contract 
with Interpol this time. 

Let me remind Congress, we have a 
constitutional responsibility here. The 
American people voted for George 
Bush, but they did not elect King 
George. 

It is Congress that must declare war, 
and I am sick and tired of our kids 
coming back in body bags while we are 

protecting the rich people all over the 
world and every other country. 

I say let these other countries get in 
harm's way on the front lines for a 
change. You think about it. 

U.N. RESOLUTION WAS A MISTAKE 
(Mr. OWENS of New York asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. OWENS of New York. Mr. Speak
er, in the next few days we are going to 
be debating a mandate to attack. It is 
not a resolution to decide whether or 
not to support the President, but a 
mandate to attack. That will be the in
terpretation of the administration on 
our actions if we vote to support the 
U.N. resolution. 

The U.N. resolution was wrong. The 
U.N. resolution was a mistake. The 
U.N. resolution set January 15 as a 
date. That is too early a date, or there 
·Should be no date at all. 

We have the job to correct the U.N. 
resolution. They made a mistake and 
we should correct them. 

The President's determination that 
this means we have to rush into an un
justified war is wrong. 

We have won a great deal already. 
Containment has been achieved. Mass 
killing, mass murder, is not necessary 
to do this job. The sanction will work. 

Oil is not being sold by Iraq. They 
cannot survive very long with the kind 
of sanctions that have been imposed, 
backed up by an embargo. It is too 
much. They will not be able to survive. 
They will yield. 

The 535 Members of Congress have a 
duty to make this decision. We are part 
of the decisionmaking. We will have 
the responsibility for every death. The 
responsibility for every death will be 
ours. 

The more personalized war becomes, 
the less likely we are to have wars. 

We should all take this as a personal 
decision. We are deciding life and death 
over persons. 

The Speaker has said we should vote 
our consciences. I wish the Democratic 
Party would take a position, but we 
have to vote our consciences. When I 
vote my conscience, my conscience 
tells me that if I vote to give the Presi
dent a mandate to attack, I will be
come an accessory to murder. 

I will vote no. I will not be an acces
sory to murder. 

THE BRUTALIZATION OF THE 
BALTIC REPUBLICS 

(Mr. DURBIN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, while this 
House of Representatives and the Sen
ate considers the important questions 
about the Persian Gulf, while our at-
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tention is focused on that section of 
the world, it is critical that we not for
get what is happening at this very mo
ment in Lithuania and the Baltic Re
publics. These small countries have 
been brutalized by thousands of Soviet 
troops who are today occupying 
Vilnius in Lithuania and harassing 
Lithuanian, Latvian, and Estonian 
citizens. These tiny and courageous na
tions are guilty of only one crime in 
the eyes of Moscow. They have asserted 
their right to independence and self-de
termination. 

While we debate the issues of peace 
and freedom in the Persian Gulf, we 
cannot forget the struggle of the Bal tic 
people. 

Several days ago, Foreign Minister 
Eduard Shevardnadze warned the world 
that reactionary forces were taking 
control in the U.S.S.R. The decision by 
Moscow to occupy the Bal tics is clear 
evidence that Shevardnadze's fears 
were not unfounded. 

Mr. Speaker, we must protest this 
Soviet brutality in the strongest terms 
and do everything in our power to let 
Mr. Gorbachev know that our peaceful 
relations cannot continue in the face of 
this aggression. 

SUPPORT THE PRESIDENT 
(Mr. GEKAS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, the Presi
dent of the United States, to his ever
lasting credit, has come to the Con
gress of the United States, to the Rep
resentatives of the people whom he 
leads, and has asked for a vote of con
fidence in the crisis that has developed 
in the Persian Gulf. 

This man, who has gained the con
fidence of the international commu
nity, who has gained the confidence of 
the United Nations through the sanc
tions and through the resolutions 
passed by that body, who has gained 
the confidence of the Persian Gulf Arab 
States who have become victims or po
tential victims of Saddam Hussein, 
who has gained the confidence of the 
American people in poll after poll on 
his policies in the Persian Gulf, who 
has gained the confidence most impor
tantly and has the confidence of the 
Armed Forces of the United States who 
are poised in the deserts of the Persian 
Gulf, now asks for a vote of confidence 
from the Congress of the United States. 
We can do no less than all the others 
who have already reposed and pose con
fidence in the President of the United 
States. We must resolve this issue. We 
must give the President the power that 
has been implicit already in the United 
Nations resolutions, and pray that 
peace will come without resort to 
force, but we must give that vote of 
confidence to the President of the 
United States. 

AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER TO 
DECLARE RECESSES UNTIL 3 
P.M. ON THIS LEGISLATIVE DAY 
Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent that it may be in order 
for the Speaker to declare recesses 
until 3 p.m. on this legislative day. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAzzoLI). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Califor
nia? 

There was no objection. 

HOUR OF MEETING ON FRIDAY, 
JANUARY 11, 1991, AND SATUR
DAY, JANUARY 12, 1991 
Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that when the House ad
journs today it adjourn to meet at 9 
a.m. tomorrow, and that when the 
House adjourns tomorrow, it adjourn 
to meet at 9 a.m. on Saturday, January 
12, 1991. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

IT IS THE DUTY OF CONGRESS TO 
DECIDE ON WAR 

(Mr. WASHINGTON asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Mr. Speaker, it 
is the duty of Congress to make a deci
sion one way or the other on whether 
we go to war. It is not right for the 
Congress to hide behind the law and let 
the President make the decision by 
himself. 

Under our study of history, it is clear 
that Japan and Germany had constitu
tions that were written after we as
cribed to the United Nations Charter, 
yet those nations argue and the Presi
dent argues that the United Nations 
Charter allows the President to com
mit our forces to war without a dec
laration by the Congress, while at the 
same time the constitutions that we 
wrote for Germany and Japan abort 
the necessity of them sending their 
men and women over there. That logic 
stands on its head. 

How can their constitutions, which 
are modeled after ours, prevent Ger
many and Japan from sending their 
troops? They can send money, but they 
cannot send their men and women. We 
have to send ours. It does not make 
any sense. 

It is the duty of Congress to decide. 
I have introduced House Joint Reso

lution 63 which is a straight up and 
down vote on war or not. Either you 
are for war or you are against war, and 
you ought not to be able to hide behind 
any of these other resolutions which do 
not really speak to the question. The 
only way the American people will 
know where we stand is to vote yes or 
no on a declaration of war. 

D 1220 
Let it be said by history that the 

Congress of the United States saw its 
duty and we did it. 

THE LARGER PATRIOTISM 
(Mr. BENNETT asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, today 
there is a very excellent editorial in 
the New York Times on the question 
before the Congress, the question of 
whether or not Congress will assert it
self in a firm manner with regard to 
whether or not we go to war. 

Mr. Speaker, Mr. DURBIN and I have 
introduced a resolution which brings 
this issue before Congress, and I sin
cerely hope that all Members of Con
gress will vote to reestablish in prac
tice something that has been falling 
into disuse; that is, the action by Con
gress to say whether or not we should 
go into a war. 

The article ref erred to is as follows: 
[From the New York Times, Jan. 10, 1991) 

THE LARGER PATRIOTISM 

The world's hopes for a diplomatic break
through at Geneva have been crudely dis
appointed. Today Congress begins to debate 
peace or war; Iraq's intransigence invites an 
angry vote. What Members of Congress owe 
America, however, is neither anger nor truc
ulence but their best judgment on what best 
serves the vital interests of the United 
States. 

At this time, those interests would not be 
served by the offensive use of military force 
to expel Iraq from Kuwait. 

It would be a mistake for Congress to con
fuse patriotism with blind loyalty to the 
President. A strong America is a democratic 
America, functioning in accordance with the 
constitutional design. The larger patriotism 
is to be wise, not merely tough. 

From the start, this newspaper has sup
ported Operation Desert Shield, President 
Bush's deployment of a multinational force 
to defend Saudi Arabia. We have supported 
the international embargo that is daily mak
ing Saddam Hussein pay for his aggression in 
Kuwait, and steadily weakens his military 
potential. And we have supported the Presi
dent's able assemblage of a broad coalition 
against naked aggression. 

Nor do we shrink from the ultimate pros
pect of war. There are circumstances that 
justify, even compel, the sacrifices of war. 
But those circumstances are not now 
present. 

America's vital interests in the Middle 
East-the security of oil supplies and the se
curity of strategic allies-are in no immi
nent danger. As for pushing Iraq out of Ku
wait, the embargo remains a plausible lever. 
The evidence so far, not conclusive but 
strong, is that it is steadily grinding Iraq 
down. 

Saddam Hussein's crimes offend most 
Americans, most Arabs and most of the 
world. But the right response now is not a 
U.S.-led attack. For Congress to authorize 
an immediate use of force under these cir
cumstances would be unwise. And to sign off 
instead on a blank check, leaving it to the 
President to fill in a future date, would be a 
dereliction of constitutional duty. 
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Even if it should come, war promises no 

neat solution. A limited war that left much 
of Baghdad's military capacity intact would 
only inflame future crises with a heightened 
sense of Iraqi grievance. Yet an all-out war 
that destroyed Iraq's military potential 
would create a destablizing power vacuum 
adjacent to both Iraq and Syria. 

Nor do America's allies in the broad anti
Iraq coalition insist on immediate war. Quite 
the contrary. France, one of the U.N. Secu
rity Council's five permanent members, even 
now presses for a diplomatic solution. Many 
allies endorse fighting in Kuwait but not in 
Iraq. If, as the Administration fears, the coa
lition is weakening, that's true precisely be
cause of the imminent threat of force, not 
any strains arising from the long-term em
bargo. 

Congress's constitutional war-making au
thority fell into disuse during the cold war. 
Under the thermonuclear shadow, Presidents 
brushed aside the deliberative mechanisms 
designed to protect against premature or 
reckless war. The decisions before Congress 
now call for a return to constitutional 
norms. 

First, the members must reassert their 
right to decide when and whether to go to 
war. Then, turning to the President's request 
for authority to use force now, they should 
trust evidence instead of sentiment. So far, 
America's vital interests are protected; 
there's reason to believe the embargo is 
working; the deadline of Jan. 15 if arbitrary. 

If circumstances should change, there will 
be time for a fresh look. For now, the wise, 
brave vote on war is no. 

IT IS TIME FOR CONGRESS TO 
FORCE A PAUSE IN AMERICA'S 
SLIDE TOWARD WAR 
(Mr. MARKEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, in 1946 
an Iron Curtain descended over Eastern 
Europe. The United States was con
fronted with a choice: Should we send 
in hundreds of thousands of American 
young men to engage in an armed con
flict to free those countries? 

We decided not to. We decided to en
gaged in a strategy of containment. We 
waited, patiently, with a strategy of 
military force and trade sanctions, and 
we slowly but surely brought Eastern 
Europe and the Soviet Union to its 
knees. 

Now it has collapsed like a house of 
cards. 

We have to be convinced, before we 
vote for war, that that same strategy 
cannot work to bring a tin-horn Third 
World dictator to his knees. 

The most recenty example of where a 
mistake has been made is in Afghani
stan. That is a testament to the failure 
of a superpower's ability to bring a 
country to its knees, with thousands of 
graves of Soviet soldiers in Afghani
stan, where they could not bring that 
country to its knees. 

Let us be patient, let us wait. This 
Saddam Hussein regime will collapse in 
the sands of Kuwait and Iraq just as 
the Soviet empire has collapsed under 

the weight of trade and military sanc
tions that we imposed upon that once
great military power. 

Mr. Speaker, the Baker-Aziz meeting 
has ended in failure, and Congress must 
now decide whether or not to authorize 
the use of military force to drive Iraq 
from Kuwait. 

In 1946, when the Iron Curtain de
scended over Eastern Europe, America 
was faced with a similar choice. We 
could launch a rash and bloody offen
sive war to rollback communism, or we 
could adopt a patient strategy of con
tainment. 

We chose containment. We encircled 
the Soviets militarily and appled a 
stranglehold on their economy, and we 
patiently began to wait. Finally, 40-
years later, the Soviet empire col
lapsed like a house of cards. Today, the 
Soviets are so preoccupied with the 
Lithuanians and the Latvians and their 
other internal problems that we're no 
longer worried about Soviet expansion
ism. 

If a United States strategy of con
tainment could succeed in humbling 
the once mighty Soviet colossus, why 
can't a United Nations strategy of con
tainment beat down a tin horn Third 
World dictator like Saddam Hussein? 
Has America become so impatient that 
we prefer war over waiting a year for 
an international economic blockade to 
choke an oil-profit thirsty Iraqi econ
omy? 

Our Nation's leaders have a moral ob
ligation to pursue all peaceful alter
natives before setting loose the dogs of 
war. But the wisdom and patience of 
America's cold war containment strat
egy has been superseded by an MTV 
foreign policy with a 30-second atten
tion span. 

It's time for Congress to force a 
pause in America's slide towards war. 
Our choice is clear: We can either give 
the administration the blank check for 
war it wants or the reality check for 
peace that it needs. Let's vote for a 
policy of patience and prudence. Let's 
stay the course on economic sanctions 
and deterring further Iraqi aggression. 
Let's put an economic and techno
logical stranglehold around Iraq. But 
let us not necessarily sacrifice the 
lives of young American men and 
women for objectives that can be 
achieved without war if America is 
only willing to exercise the same pa
tience and resolve we demonstrated in 
our struggle to contain communism. 

GIVE THE SANCTIONS TIME TO 
WORK 

(Mr. McDERMOTT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
have deep concerns about our policy in 
the gulf and I am outlining them in a 

separate statement for the RECORD 
today. 

I have had the chance to talk with 
hundreds of my constituents. There is 
no support for war in my district. 
There is not broad public support any
where for this war. The polls show that 
when the casualties start, support will 
drop dramatically, and what we are 
really seeing is support for a war where 
nobody dies. But this will not be a sim
ple, quick, or easy war. Thousands of 
Americans will die. 

We have spent 51h months preparing 
for war. It is folly to suggest that 6 
hours of discussion is our best effort at 
peace. We should talk for 6 days or 6 
weeks or 6 months if we have to-be
fore we ask any American to die in the 
gulf. Why are we so eager to go to war? 

I urge my colleagues to calm the 
rhetoric, slow the headlong rush to 
battle, give the sanctions time to 
work, pursue all diplomatic efforts, and 
talk this thing through fully and ra
tionally before we undertake such 
grave action. Let it be said that Amer
ica brought to this crisis not simply 
the will to do battle, but the way to 
achieve peace. 

ENERGY SECURITY POLICY 
(Mr. ALEXANDER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
take this time to advise the member
ship that in December the U.S. Alter
native Fuels Council, of which I am a 
member, passed a resolution calling 
upon the President and the Congress 
and the private sector to proceed forth
with to establish an energy security 
policy which displaces U.S. dependence 
on foreign oil. 

At present we use in the United 
States about 1.1 million barrels per day 
of transportation fuels derived from 
the Persian Gulf region. 

For the record, we have an option to · 
war inasmuch as we have the re
sources. We have the technology and 
the capability to produce enough meth
anol, ethanol and compressed natural 
gas to displace United States depend
ence on Persian Gulf oil. 

We have that choice, America, and 
we should take it. 

The resolution referred to is as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That the President, the Congress, 
and the private sector proceed forthwith to 
establish a national energy security policy 
for the commercialization of alternative 
fuels; 

Be it further resolved, That the federal gov
ernment should promptly take steps to as
sist the marketplace and remove impedi
ments to the widespread commercialization 
of alternative motor vehicle fuels. Legisla
tion and administrative action should care
fully evaluate costs and benefits of alter
native fuels, measures such as fuel economy 
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incentives, tax incentives, research and dem
onstration, accelerated fleet purchases, co
operation with states and localities, and 
other steps. The program should make 
progress from year to year with a g9al that, 
by the year 2005, alternative fuels will be 
used for at least 25 percent of all motor vehi
cle miles traveled. These alternative fuels 
should be derived from resources other than 
petroleum, and the steps taken to promote 
alternative fuels should be consistent with 
our environmental laws. The term "alter
native fuels" in this resolution includes elec
tricity, natural gas, methanol, ethanol, LPG, 
hydrogen, and non-petroleum components of 
reformulated gasoline and diesel. 

THERE OUGHT TO BE NO LINKAGE 
WHATSOEVER IN THE PERSIAN 
GULF 
(Mr. ENGEL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I fervently 
hope, and I know my colleagues do, 
that the door to diplomacy and for a 
peaceful solution to this crisis has not 
been shut. We still have a week to go 
before January 15, and I would hope 
that the diplomatic channels will still 
be open. I think, however, that the 
French are really barking up the wrong 
trail when they say, "Let's give Sad
dam Hussein a face-saver, let's link the 
Palestinian question," they say, "to 
this whole question of Kuwait." 

Let us make one thing very clear: 
Saddam Hussein did not invade Kuwait 
to help the Palestinians. He invaded 
Kuwait because he is a ruthless, evil 
dictator and aggressor. 

There ought to be no linkage whatso
ever. I am glad that the U.S. Congress 
is finally getting involved because con
stitutionally it is our responsibility to 
the American people. 

Let us also remember, though, that 
Kuwait and getting Saddam out of Ku
wait, while very, very important, is not 
the end-all and the be-all. Saddam Hus
sein has chemical weapons, he has bio
logical weapons and nuclear capability. 
It is very, very important that we not 
allow him to sit intact with that so 
that he can wage aggression a year 
from now, 2 years from now, and 
threaten our friends in that area of the 
world, Egypt, Israel and Saudi Arabia. 

I think we ought not to minimize the 
threat of Saddam Hussein. 

LET US PRODUCE OUR DOMESTIC 
FOSSIL FUELS 

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 
as we begin this historic debate, it has 
been mentioned that we have other al
ternatives, with ethanol and methanol. 

Let me remind my colleagues Amer
ica has another alternative, and that is 
production of our domestic fossil fuels. 

Alaska's area, 74 miles away from the 
existing pipeline, that gives us 25 per
cent of our domestic production, there 
is 34 billion barrels of oil. 

There are Members in this body who 
oppose opening into that area, small as 
it is, saying that we do not need the 
oil. 

I am saying to my colleagues and to 
America it is time that we put a realis
tic approach to the developing of our 
domestic fossil fuels. Alaska wishes to 
have it developed, it should be devel
oped, and I am going to suggest to my 
colleagues to support my legislation to 
have this occur. 

Let us not keep our domestic oil in 
the ground, in the meantime talking 
about going over to the Mideast to 
solve problems in the Mideast for oil. 

Let us do what is right in this body, 
let us support legislation to open up a 
small area of Alaska for development 
of our domestic oil. 

WE SHOULD USE FORCE ONLY IF 
SANCTIONS AND EMBARGO DO 
NOT WORK 
(Mr. VOLKMER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, in the 
next few days we will be discussing a 
topic that has interest throughout my 
district-just recently having come 
from it-and I am sure throughout the 
United States. That topic basically is 
should we use force in the Middle East 
to remove the butcher, the madman 
butcher of Baghdad and his troops from 
Kuwait? 

I have come to the conclusion that 
we should use force only if sanctions 
and the embargo do not work. 

As I returned today to my office, I 
find that there is a resolution which 
has been introduced by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLARZ], that pro
vides upon a finding by the President 
that force is necessary, that sanctions 
are not working, that the President 
should be authorized to use that force. 
I wish the people of my district, the 
Members of this body to know that I 
support the Solarz resolution. I think 
it is the only way to answer that mad
man butcher of Baghdad, that he needs 
to get his troops out of Kuwait. 

0 1230 
WE CANNOT HA VE 535 

COMMANDERS IN CHIEF 

(Mr. COUGHLIN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, the 
President of the United States has 
asked this Congress to endorse the 
United Nations resolution authorizing 
the use of force, if necessary, in the 

Persian Gulf. We should do so by an 
overwhelming, bipartisan endorsement. 

Mr. Speaker, the United Nations is a 
disparate group of nations, all with 
their own interests, but they have, al
most to a nation, endorsed a resolution 
calling for that use of force should Sad
dam Hussein not remove himself from 
Kuwait. 

We cannot, Mr. Speaker, have 535 
Commanders in Chief; we cannot have 
535 Secretaries of Defense; we cannot 
have 535 Secretaries of State. We only 
have one President at a time. It is im
portant that we give the President that 
kind of support that enables us to work 
with the other nations that have them
selves gotten together to endorse their 
resolution to support a resolution to 
prevent the kind of aggression that has 
occurred in Kuwait. 

DO WE STAND UP NOW, OR DO WE 
STAND UP LATER? 

(Mr. McEWEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, it was 
October 22, 1937, that Neville Chamber
lain took the floor of the House of 
Commons after Hitler had marched 
into the Rheinland, and he said, "La
dies and gentlemen of the House of 
Commons, let's give sanctions a 
chance," and indeed we chose to give 
sanctions a chance, and Hitler went on 
in 1938 into Austria, and then into 
Czechoslovakia. He came back, and 
Hitler said, "That's enough. That's all 
the further I'm going, and we have de
clared peace in our time," and he held 
up the paper as he landed there in Lon
don and said, "I have the Fuehrer's sig
nature.'' 

They asked Mr. Churchill of what he 
thought of this decision not to take ac
tion against a dictator when he had in
vaded a neighbor, and he said, "Mr. 
Neville Chamberlain has chosen be
tween war and shame and selected 
both." Indeed we saw eventually they 
paid a price. 

The question is: Do we stand up now, 
or do we stand up later? Very simply 
the question is: Do we stand on our 
principles, or do we hope that somehow 
or another sanctions; listen to this, my 
colleagues; if sanctions worked as well 
as they are working right now, which 
we know they will not, and they con
tinued for 2 solid years, the standard of 
living in Iraq would still be per capita 
twice as high as it is in Egypt at this 
moment. Now do my colleagues think 
for one solid second they are not going 
to surrender because their standard of 
living is only twice as high as Egypt? 
My colleagues and I know that is not 
the case. 

The question is: Do we stand up now, 
or do we stand up later? 
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THREE AMERICANS MURDERED IN 

EL SALVADOR 
(Mr. MCCOLLUM asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, we are 
going to be debating over the next cou
ple of days the most egregious and 
most serious matter perhaps this Con
gress, or any Congress, has faced in a 
number of years. But I want to talk for 
a moment not about the Middle East, 
but about something else that is criti
cal to our national security interest 
that has occurred to the south of here 
within the last few days. 

Mr. Speaker, we lost three of our 
military personnel in El Salvador by 
brutal murder by the FMLN, the guer
rilla leftist organization. There has 
been on the floor of this House over the 
last couple of years considerable de
bate about whether we ought to fully 
fund the support we have given in the 
past to the Salvadoran Government 
and to their military operations 
against the guerrillas and the leftists. 
It seems to me that once this has oc
curred like it has down there in the 
last few days, where the leftists have 
shown their true colors once more, 
when they have murdered three Ameri
cans innocently after a helicopter was 
shot down, and somebody went up and 
actually pulled the trigger on the 
heads of at least two of them, that 
there should be no doubt in the mind of 
the President of the United States and 
the Members of this body that we 
ought to go ahead and fully fund the 
support for the Salvadoran Govern
ment and its military in its efforts to 
subdue these leftist guerrillas and 
bring about full support for democracy 
in that war-torn country. 

Mr. Speaker, it is an obligation we 
have, and I hope we let that go for
ward. 

tend to do that, he has to come to Con
gress, and we have that awesome re
sponsibility, which is a matter of fact. 

If we do not approve of the Constitu
tion giving Congress the precise re- · 
sponsibility to do that, then I would 
suggest to my colleagues that they 
offer constitutional amendments and 
so on to change the Constitution. 

Personally I think the Constitution, 
which has been part of our country for 
more than 200 years, has worked pretty 
well. 

The President is the Commander in 
Chief. The Congress has the awesome 
responsibility to declare war. 

REPORT FROM SAUDI ARABIA 
(Mr. RITTER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I just re
turned from the Middle East and vis
ited in Saudi Arabia along with con
gressional delegation GRAY and SOLO
MON, and I just want to report back to 
my colleagues and to the American 
people as to what I saw in Saudi Ara
bia. 

Our men and women in the armed 
services have performed nothing less 
than a logistical miracle and perhaps 
the most incredible military buildup in 
all of history. In 157 days we have put 
more men, women, equipment, and ma
teriel into that area than went out in 
all of World War II and the Vietnam 
War. These men and women are coura
geous; they are well trained; they are 
educated; they do understand why they 
are there; they do understand the is
sues, and I would hope that in the de
bate today, as we bring out different 
sides of these different resolutions, we 
do nothing that would embolden at all 
our enemy-that is, Saddam Hussein
and endanger our service men and 
women serving in that part of the 

CONGRESS HAS THE AWESOME RE- world. 
SPONSIBILITY TO DECLARE WAR 
(Ms. OAKAR asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I was not 
intending to give a !-minute speech be
cause I do intend to speak on the vari
eties of resolutions, but I do think it is 
important to note that during World 
War II it was the Congress of the Unit
ed States that officially declared war 
and voted on that, and that on January 
3 we all took an oath of office to up
hold the Constitution of the United 
States of America. 

Mr. Speaker, if we want to shirk our 
responsibilities as Members of Con
gress, then what we can elect to do is 
to say that the President can do what
ever he wants in that area of the world 
with respect to force. Or we can take a 
different position that says, if we in-

ANNUNZIO CONDEMNS HUMAN 
RIGHTS ABUSES IN KUWAIT 

The :SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNZIO] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to join 
my colleagues in condemning the abuse of 
human rights in Kuwait. 

While Congress and the American people 
are preoccupied with Iraq's conquest of Ku
wait, we must not overlook the hundreds of in
nocent victims who have suffered since the 
Iraqi invasion began last August. 

I have seen documented reports from agen
cies such as Amnesty International that have 
cited the widespread use of arbitrary arrests, 
torture, and execution of Kuwaiti citizens by 
Iraqi forces. 

I have asked the Department of State to ad
dress my concerns, and have also asked them 

to look into reports that slavery and similar 
abuses existed in Kuwait before the invasion. 

THE PERSIAN GULF CRISIS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. PEASE] is recog
nized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to continue my own discussion about 
the Persian Gulf situation. We will be 
making apparently on Saturday in this 
House a very momentous decision. We 
will be voting on three resolutions re
lating to the Persian Gulf. I do not 
know of any vote in the last 14 years 
that I have been in Congress which has 
been as important as this one will be. 

Each of us will have to cast a vote 
knowing full well that the future peace 
of much of the world, the lives of many 
American young men and women may 
well weigh in the balance. Each of us 
will make a decision, I hope based on 
the best judgment that we can muster, 
using our minds and using our hearts. 
This will be, if any issue has been a 
moral question in the last 14 years that 
I have been here, this will be a moral 
issue, and I would hope that as we de
bate, maybe beginning today, certainly 
tomorrow and Saturday, that no one 
will question the motives of any Mem
ber who stands on the floor today, or 
tomorrow. or Saturday and speaks on 
the question of the Persian Gulf, no 
matter what that person's position 
might be, whether it might be favoring 
giving the President the authority to 
use force or not favoring that, and cer
tainly I hope especially that no one 
will assert, as some people have read
ing today's newspaper, partisan mo
tives to any Member who stands on the 
floor and votes and argues on one side 
of the issue or another. 

Truly we are representatives. We 
took, a week ago today, an oath of of
fice to uphold the Constitution and to 
try to represent our constituents the 
very best way that we can. I think that 
we must take that responsibility very 
seriously. 
. I was very interested to see a Wash

ington Post poll reported in Tuesday's 
edition of the Washington Post. It 
asked a question: Would the respond
ents to the poll be in favor of going to 
war with Iraq next Tuesday or some
time thereafter if Iraq has not with
drawn from the Persian Gulf by that 
time. Mr. Speaker, 63 percent of the re
spondents said yes, they would favor 
going to war; 32 percent, no. 

I think it is polls like that which re
assure President Bush that a majority 
of American citizens support his posi
tion. I find that hard to believe based 
on my own district, because certainly 
the mail that I have received, the 
phone calls that I have gotten, the 
comments I have gotten as I go around 
my district would not indicate that at 
all. 
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But perhaps the clue comes from ad

ditional questions asked on the same 
poll. As I said, 63 percent said they fa
vored going to war with Iraq by next 
Tuesday if Iraq does not withdraw from 
Kuwait. But the second question was: 
assume for a moment that 1,000 Amer
ican troops would be killed if we go to 
war with Iraq. Under those cir
cumstances, would you favor going to 
war with Iraq if it does not get out of 
Kuwait by Tuesday. On that question, 
Mr. Speaker, the response was 44 per
cent in favor; 53 percent opposed. 

Then a third question was asked, and 
that was: assume for a moment that 
10,000 American troops would lose their 
lives in the Persian Gulf if we were to 
go to war with Iraq. Under those cir
cumstances, would you favor our initi
ating a war against Iraq. The answer to 
that was 35 percent in favor; 61 percent 
opposed. The numbers are almost 
turned entirely around. This would 
probably be the first war in the history 
of mankind that was conducted with
out any casualties. But clearly when 
people are asked do they support mili
tary action against Iraq, and they are 
not faced with the consequences of 
doing so, they are inclined to, for patri
otic reasons, because Saddam Hussein 
is truly an evil person, because of sup
port for the President and all of the 
rest, they are inclined to support the 
notion. But if you begin to ask them to 
consider the possible, indeed likely 
consequences, then their attitude 
changes entirely. 

Mr. Speaker, I am not terribly sur
prised that the American people would 
have neglected to consider the fact 
that at least 1,000, more like 5,000, 
10,000, 20,000, 30,000, 40,000 Americans 
will lose their lives in the Persian Gulf, 
because the average American citizen, 
while he is concerned about matters of 
war and peace, is also concerned about 
a lot of other things as urgent require
ments of themselves on a daily basis to 
worry about. I think a lot of Americans 
are inclined to say, "I don't need to 
study this issue in great detail. I will 
turn it over and put my faith in my 
President and in my elected represent
atives." 

But Mr. Speaker, if the average citi
zens of this country do not study in de
tail the likely consequences of war in 
Middle East, we in the Congress as 
elected officials have that responsibil
ity. And if the average citizen has not 
thought in terms of a war leading to 
thousands of American troops killed, 
we have the responsibility to consider 
that. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I think as we debate 
today, tomorrow and Saturday and 
vote on Saturday, I hope that we will 
bear in mind that there are real con
sequences which flow or would flow 
from the initiation of war in the Per
sian Gulf by the United States, and 
that those tens of thousands of body 
bags which the Pentagon has bought 

and is still buying would very likely 
have to be used in the Middle East. 

Next, Mr. Speaker, it seems to me 
that whereas ordinary citizens have 
not thought through all of the con
sequences of war, it is also understand
able that ordinary citizens would not 
be experts on the history of the Middle 
East. They would not know the cen
turies of resentment on the part of the 
Moslems and the Arabs in the Middle 
East toward Western, what they call 
imperial nations like Britain and 
France and the United States. The re
sentment of most of those people in the 
Middle East, 700 million to 900 million 
Moslems, the United States, and other 
Western nations earlier this century 
were concerned a lot more about their 
oil than they were about the people of 
that area. 
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So the average American citizen 

might well have neglected to consider 
what is likely to happen if war breaks 
out, if we initiate war against Iraq, 
about what the reaction will be of the 
Moslem and Arab peoples who live in 
that part of the world. 

Mr. Speaker, I say again, while we 
cannot expect our constituents to be 
expert in the history of the Middle 
East and, indeed, I suppose we cannot 
expect ourselves to be genuine experts, 
we in Congress representing the inter
ests of our constituents do have an ob
ligation to think through the con
sequences of what we do, and we do 
have an obligation to have at least 
some cursory knowledge of the history 
of the Middle East and what that his
tory is likely to produce in terms of 
consquences in the Middle East. 

I say to my colleagues that we have 
successfully, or the President and the 
Secretary of State have successfully 
and brilliantly brought together a coa
lition of all of the nations of the world 
in condemnation of Iraq, but if we 
think that we can make war on Iraq 
and use all-out unrestricted force as 
the President and the Secretary of De
fense tell us that they will do and 
thereby kill tens of thousands of Iraqis 
including civilians, if we think we can 
do that and not prompt a 
counterreaction from Moslems and 
Arabs in the Middle East, then we are 
crazy. 

If we think that the leaders of Egypt 
and Saudi Arabia and Jordan can stand 
by us and other Western powers in the 
face of Islamic and Islamic Jihad, a 
holy war, against Western powers, in 
their view killing innocent Arabs and 
Moslems, then we are sadly mistaken 
and, again, I think that we have an ob
ligation, a very strong obligation. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PEASE. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. GIBBONS. First of all, I wanted 
to commend the gentleman for the 

statement he is making. It is a very 
learned and an excellent discussion of 
the problems that we face. 

I have here in my hand, and I was 
going to read it in just a moment, the 
proposed resolution that is being sup
ported by the President. 

It is a declaration of war. It is thinly 
disguised, but it is a declaration of 
war. I say that, because I sat here in 
this Chamber many, many years ago 
right back here, in August 1964 when 
the Gulf of Tonkin resolution was 
adopted. It was a declaration of war de
spite the fact that those who stood in 
the well and who supported it said it 
was not. They said specifically in the 
debate it was not a declaration of war, 
but all of us know, and history proved, 
that the Gulf of Tonkin resolution was 
used as a declaration of war and 
plunged this country in 8 or 9 years of 
really disastrous war in Vietnam. 

Let me read, if I may, and it is very 
brief, what the President is asking for 
here: "The President is authorized, 
subject to subsection (b), to use United 
States Armed Forces pursuant to the 
United Nations Security Council Reso
lution No. 678-1990 in order to achieve 
and implement Security Council reso
lution," and then it goes on and does 
all of that. 

If we give him that authority, that is 
a declaration of war, and that respon
sibility lies heavily upon each of us to 
do that. That is what we will be debat
ing here in the next few days, and I 
commend the gentleman again for his 
very intelligent statement saying that 
that is an unwise policy. I shall vote 
against that resolution. I hope and 
trust all other Members, when they 
look at it and read the words of it and 
understand the significance of it, will 
vote against it. 

Mr. PEASE. I thank the gentleman 
from Florida. · 

Mr. NEAL of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PEASE. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. NEAL of North . Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, as I came onto the floor, and 
I also want to commend the gentleman, 
but as I came onto the floor today, the 
gentleman was discussing the question 
of whether or not the economic sanc
tions, or whether or not it was reason
able to think that the economic sanc
tions would work to achieve our goals. 
I did not get a chance to hear his full 
statement, but I believe he was trying 
to say he thought that they would. 

On that subject, I want to say that I 
have given this a lot of thought. I 
think that, frankly, right at the heart 
of the argument that those people who 
are saying we have got to go to war 
now are making in essence, they are 
saying that the economic sanctions 
backed up by force if pursued for some 
period of time will not work, and in ad
dition, I think they are saying that 
they essentially cannot work because 



498 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE January 10, 1991 
the coalition that would enforce them 
will come apart, simply will not stay 
together. 

I would like to say that I do not 
know. I do not know whether it will 
work. I know that our own country has 
enormous staying power. It is often 
questioned. It is often said that we do 
not have the patience to do anything, 
but the fact of the matter is that we 
stood firm against the Soviet Union for 
45 years at great cost, at great eco
nomic cost and at great cost in terms 
of personal sacrifice. We stood firm 
against the Soviet Union for 45 years. 
We stood firm as a country against 
North Korea for 40 years. We still have 
troops in Korea. 

We are still a major partner in the 
NATO alliance, and it has worked. 

The fact of the matter is we do have 
the staying power, and I think the evi
dence is that it can work, and I also 
say that there is a lot of evidence that 
the sanctions are already working. As 
a matter of fact, Saddam, unlike Hitler 
in the 1930's, was appeased. Hitler 
stayed on the march into country after 
country, but Saddam has been stopped. 
He has been contained. He has not been 
able to go into Saudi Arabia. Yes; he is 
still in Kuwait, but he is not benefiting 
from that occupation of Kuwait and, in 
fact, he is there at great cost to him
self. 

So the fact of the matter is that the 
sanctions are working, working beau
tifully. 

I would ask the question: What kind 
of evidence is there that the coalition 
would stay together if we go to war? If 
we go to war, we are going to have a 
situation where there will be Arab 
Moslems fighting Arab Moslems. I just 
ask the question: How long will that be 
sustained? I do not know the answer to 
that for sure. I do not think we have 
any evidence on that question for sure, 
but my guess is that that will not be 
sustained at all. 

I, frankly, think that the evidence 
that we have, and we do not have all 
the evidence, and we cannot say for 
sure about either of these courses of 
action, but I would say that the evi
dence that we do have suggests that it 
is much more likely that economic 
sanctions backed by the threat of force 
as they must be to work, frankly, just 
like the NATO alliance was backed by 
the threat of force, like our involve
ment in Korea is backed by the threat 
of force, I think the evidence, the his
torical evidence is that the economic 
sanctions are more likely to achieve 
our goal. 

I need to point out again that we all 
share the same goals. Saddam Hussein 
must not be appeased. Saddam Hussein 
must not be allowed to benefit from his 
occupation of Kuwait. We share the 
same goals. There is no question in any 
of our minds, I do not think, that Sad
dam Hussein must leave Kuwait. 

The question has to do with timing, 
and I suggest that it is more in our na
tional interest to pursue the economic 
sanctions, and I will have more to say 
about this later, than it is the military 
option at this time. 

I thank the distinguished gentleman 
for yielding. 
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Mr. PEASE. I appreciate the com

ments of the gentleman. 
Let me say to the gentleman from 

North Carolina [Mr. NEAL], in his usual 
thoughtful way he has brought a very 
important question to the House floor 
today. There are those, amazingly, who 
say that the coalition that they have 
put together against Saddam Hussein 
might not last for a year, might gradu
ally erode, if we just allow the sanc
tions to work, and do not take military 
action. Those same people apparently 
think that we can maintain that coali
tion, particularly the Arab members of 
that coalition, in the face of Moslems 
killing Moslems. If the coalition would 
deteriorate over the course of a year to 
economic sanctions, and it might, we 
just do not know, it is my view that 
the coalition would disappear within 30 
days if we get into a shooting war 
where Moslems are being asked to kill 
other Moslems. 

Let Members be clear about this. 
Those Members who do not want to go 
to war do not at all agree that Saddam 
Hussein ought to be able to benefit 
from the fruits of his aggression. What 
we are saying is economic sanctions 
are working. They can work, and at the 
very least, we need to give ample op
portunity to see if they will work be
fore we turn to aggressive action. 

Mr. NEAL of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, war should be the last course 
of action, not the first. 

Mr. PEASE. Yes. The only other 
point I would make is it is very clear 
that President Bush has decided that 
sanctions have not worked, and that he 
will not pursue that course past -next 
Monday night if Hussein does not get 
out of Kuwait. 

So our only chance is for Members to 
pass a resolution here in the House, ex
pressing the will of the people's House 
that we ought to allow the sanctions 
plenty of time to work. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding, and 
I commend the gentleman for his lead
ership, and thank him for yielding to 
me for this important question of 
whether or not to declare war on Iraq. 

Let me state my position very clear
ly: If I felt that Saddam Hussein in 
Iraq or anyone else was a threat to the 
vital interests of my country, I would 
vote to take him out. That would go 
for any threat to the vital interests of 
the United States. I think one point 
needs to be made about those vital in
terests that seem to have been secured 

by our some 380,000 troops in the Mid
dle East. That is in the interest of oil. 

Make no mistake about it, the 
United States is implaced in- sands on 
Saudi Arabia and posed to sacrifice the 
blood of our young men and women to 
protect the oil supply. That is the rea
son we are in Saudi Arabia. No other 
reason. 

Now, as a student of our dependence 
on foreign oil for more than 15 years, I 
would suggest that whether or not the 
sanctions work, whether or not we go 
to war to take Hussein out, that the 
problem of dependence on foreign oil 
still remains. Back in 1973 when we had 
the first Arab oil boycott, we were 
about 38 percent dependent on foreign 
oil. Today-that is, last year-we are 52 
percent dependent. The projections are, 
by the Department of Energy, that if 
we continue our current policy, that by 
the end of this year we will be 55 per
cent dependent. Somewhere, somehow, 
we in this Congress, the President, 
must address the real problem, which 
is U.S. dependence on foreign oil, espe
cially that oil that is derived from re
gions which are politically unstable. 

Now, if we take Hussein out, who is 
to say that there will not be a coup in 
Saudi Arabia to replace the monarchy 
there? It is not popularly elected. It is 
not popular. Who is to say that there 
will not be another dictator to come 
along, next year, in Saudi Arabia, and 
we have to do the same thing all over 
again? We must replace U.S. depend
ence on foreign oil. 

Now, I would like to make one point, 
and I will · not take any more of the 
gentleman's time. That is, we now 
consume as a nation, according to the 
Department of Energy, 1,100,000 barrels 
per day of transportation fuels derived 
from the Persian Gulf region. 1,100,000. 
That is to be distinguished from the 
some 17 million barrels of oil a day, a 
week, we can consume. We derived 
1,100,000 barrels from the Persian Gulf 
region. We have the resources, we have 
the technology. We have the capability 
to displace dependence on 1,100,000 bar
rels of oil today from the Persian Gulf 
region if we choose to do so. That is to 
say, we do not have to be dependent on 
the Persian Gulf. We can displace it 
with methanol, with ethanol, with 
compressed natural gas. U.S. products, 
and that will enrich our own Nation 
and our economy, and not only will we 
not have to sacrifice the blood of our 
Nation, we do not have to sacrifice the 
economy of our Nation. 

Between 1980 and 1990 this Nation 
paid over $1 trillion to import foreign 
oil. No wonder we have a trade deficit. 
It is absolute madness for this country 
to continue to go haplessly along its 
way without an energy security policy. 

I want to thank the gentleman for 
yielding to me. I will have much more 
to say about this subject as· time goes 
on during the debate on the question of 
war. The fact remains, we do not need 
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to be dependent on Persian Gulf oil. If 
we had the political leadership and the 
resolve in our country to displace that 
dependence, it would be cheaper to our 
economy and we could bring our troops 
home from Saudi Arabia. 

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for his excellent contribu
tion, and I would like to yield to the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. MAz
ZOLI], and then to the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. WOLF]. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. PEASE] 
for yielding, and let me first reflect 
just for a brief second on my oppor
tunity to talk with the gentleman last 
autumn in the Speaker's lobby about 
another remarkable effort on the part 
of the gentleman from Ohio in seeking 
to untangle the tangled threads, at 
that point, of the budget and tax pack
age. 

I once aJain today tell the gentleman 
that I think that his work was exem
plary last autumn, and I doubt very 
much we would have succeeded in get
ting an agreement then, were it not for 
the gentleman's original and seminal 
thinking on that issue. I find in the 
gentleman's statement today that 
same sort of originality and introspec
tion, and careful insight to a very tan
gled situation. 

We hear so much about this whole 
situation. I would, first of all, agree 
with the gentleman, and I think that 
there are many options that we should 
pursue before we go into the war op
tion. 

I would ask the gentleman if he 
might reflect for just a couple of sec
onds with me, if it seems that to buy 
into the plans that we give the Presi
dent what some have called, I think 
with some aptness, a kind of blank 
check to pursue a war if we adopt that 
it almost seems to me it requires the 
deification of Kuwait and its Govern
ment and the demonization of Saddam 
Hussein and his government. It seems 
like the only way we can achieve this 
idea of going into Kuwait is by making 
Kuwait some sort of a remarkably 
democratic, absolutely pristine exam
ple of human rights activity, and in 
order to carry this thing further, we 
have to make Saddam Hussein into 
some kind of a modern-day Hitler who 
is just lusting after the opportunity of 
knocking over all the world's powers 
and controlling not just the Middle 
East. 

Is it not the case that Kuwait is a 
feudal empire? If you are privileged to 
have been born into the royal family, 
then you are a prince? 
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If you have the misfortune of being 

born outside the royal family, you are 
a peasant. Is that not the case? Is not 
Kuwait something other than the. sort 
of deified image of a purely democtatic 

wonderfully operated government that 
we keep hearing about? 

Mr. PEASE. Well, the gentleman I 
think knows the answer to the ques
tion. Certainly Kuwait is not a democ
racy. We are used in our country to 
fighting for democracy and for human 
rights. In that part of the country, Ku
wait and Saudi Arabia both often show 
up on lists by human rights organiza
tions of the worst offenders in the area 
of human rights. Certainly there is no 
democracy of any kind in either of 
those countries. 

So it is a bit ironic that the Presi
dent is preparing to spill the blood of 
thousands of American young people 
allegedly in defense of those two coun
tries. 

As the gentleman from Arkansas 
[Mr. ALEXANDER] said, we are really de
fending our oil interests over there. 
Certainly if we were pursuing energy 
conservation and had been pursuing it 
with alternative energy supplies, we 
would not need to do that. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. I would say this fi
nally and then I will let the gentleman 
proceed, because he has been very kind 
with his time here. That is with the de
monization of Saddam Hussein and the 
Iraqi nation, is it not the case that 
while we might dispute how effective 
these sanctions have been, the reality 
is that the emplacement of the U.S. 
forces, which all of us in the House sup
port, has in fact thwarted any effort 
that that man might have had or his 
country might have had to adventure 
or maraud around that area? Is it not 
the case that he has been absolutely 
stifled, if invasion had been his origi
nal plan, and there is some dispute 
about those intentions. 

If I understand correctly, every anal
ysis I have seen is that he is digging in 
for the long haul, not getting ready to 
leap across the border into Lebanon or 
Turkey or into Saudi Arabia. 

Is the gentleman generally satisfied 
that basically that issue, along with 
the return of the American hostages 
and the continuation of the supply line 
of oil, that goal of stabilizing the Mid
dle East and thwarting his ambitions, 
those goals have been attained? 

Mr. PEASE. I think the gentleman is 
correct. Our original aim of protecting 
the Middle East from further aggres
sion by Iraq has been successful. 

I suspect the gentleman supported 
President Bush in August and Septem
ber, and so did I, in rushing American 
troops to make sure there was no inva
sion of Saudi Arabia. 

My misgivings began, and I suspect 
the gentleman's did also, in November 
when the President changed the char
acter of our intervention from a defen
sive posture to an offensive posture. 

Yes, we have accomplished our origi
nal goals there, and I think we ought 
to take that into account. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Well, let me just fi
nally say that it is a pleasure to serve 

with the gentleman from Ohio in this 
Congress. 

It does seem to me that where there 
is no clear evidence that sanctions will 
not work, we ought to give them a 
chance to work. 

Mr. PEASE. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, will the gen

tleman yield? 
Mr. PEASE. I yield to the gentleman 

from Virginia. 
Mr. WOLF. I had not planned on 

speaking. If the gentleman from Ken
tucky could stay for just a second and 
just share something. 

Coming to work today, I listened to 
National Public Radio. They had a re
porter from the Washington Post who 
was in downtown Baghdad. He said 
there was a run on the gasoline sta
tions so that people could get gasoline 
to leave the city, but was asked the 
question by the interviewer, was there 
any hoarding in Baghdad, and he said 
absolutely not, the food is plentiful be
cause the sanctions have not worked. 

Second, there are a number of Soviet 
advisers who have elected not to leave 
Baghdad and to go back to Moscow be
cause of the lack of food in Moscow and 
the plentiful food in Baghdad. 

Last, this letter, which I guess was 
released today from William Webster, 
head of the CIA to Chairman ASPIN, he 
makes a number of points, if I may 
read it. He says: 

I observed that the sanctions were 
effective-

When he testified before--
technically and that they were being felt 
economically and eventually would be felt 
militarily in some areas. I also testified that 
there was no evidence that sanctions would 
mandate a change in Saddam Husssein's be
havior and that there was no evidence when 
or even if they would force him out of 
Kuwait. 

He goes on to say that disruptions in 
most sectors are not yet serious. 

He says: 
The ability of the Iraqi ground forces to 

defend Kuwait and southern Iraq is unlikely 
to be substantially eroded over the next 6 to 
12 months even if effective sanctions can be 
maintained. This is especially true if Iraq 
does not believe a coalition attack is likely 
during this period. 

He then goes on to say: 
Iraq can easily maintain the relatively 

simple Soviet-style weaponry of its infantry 
and artillery units and can produce virtually 
all of the ammunition for these forces do
mestically. 

He goes on to say: 
On balance, the marginal decline of com

bat power in Baghdad's armored units prob
ably would be offset by the simultaneous im
provement of its defensive fortifications. 

And then he goes on to say, and I will 
just end with this last comment: 

Our judgment remains that, even if sanc
tions continue to be enforced for an addi
tional 6 to 12 months, economic hardship 
alone is unlikely to compel Saddam to re
treat from Kuwait or cause regime-threaten
ing popular discontent in Iraq. 
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Unless this country in a bipartisan 

way supports what President Bush is 
doing with regard to the sanctions, and 
when I listen everyone agrees that the 
ultimate goal is to have Saddam Hus
sein to leave Kuwait, so he is not re
warded for aggression, we all have read 
the Amnesty International Report and 
have seen the actual atrocities that he 
has committed there and then we have 
the letter from the CIA, who has been 
very balanced in this, saying again: 

Our judgment remains that, even if sanc
tions continue to be enforced for an addi
tional 6 to 12 months, economic hardship 
alone is unlikely to compel Saddam to re
treat from Kuwait or cause regime-threaten
ing popular discontent in Iraq. 

Mr. Speaker, I will include the entire 
letter at this point. 

The letter of January 10, 1991, above 
referred to, is as follows: 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY, 
Washington, DC, January 10, 1991. 

Hon. LES ASPIN. 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Affairs, House 

of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to 

your letter of January 9, 1991, in which you 
ask for an updated assessment of the impact 
of sanctions on Iraq and on the policies of 
Saddam Hussein subsequent to my testi
mony before your committee in December. 
In that testimony, as you accurately noted, 
I observed that the sanctions were effective 
technically and that they were being felt 
economically and eventually would be felt 
militarily in some areas. I also testified that 
there was no evidence that sanctions would 
mandate a change in Saddam Hussein's be
havior and that there was no evidence when 
or even if they would force him out of 
Kuwait. 

You now ask me to: (1) address the impact 
of the sanctions on the economy and popu
lace of Iraq and on the operational effective
ness of its military if left in place for an
other six to 12 months; (2) address the ques
tion of how Iraq's defensive abilities might 
be affected by the sanctions on the one hand 
and by having additional time to prepare on 
the other if sanctions are allowed to work 
for another six to 12 months; and (3) address 
the likelihood that sanctions, again if left in 
place for another six to 12 months, could in
duce Iraq to withdraw from Kuwait. 

UN sanctions have shut off nearly all 
Iraq's trade and financial activity and weak
ened its economy, but disruptions in most 
sectors are not serious yet. The impact of 
sanctions has varied by sector. The most se
rious impact so far has been on the financial 
sector, where hard currency shortages have 
led Baghdad to take a variety of unusual 
steps to conserve or raise even small 
amounts of foreign exchange. For the popu
lace, the most serious impact has been infla
tion. 

The ab111ty of the Iraqi ground forces to 
defend Kuwait and southern Iraq is unlikely 
to be substantially eroded over the next six 
to 12 months even if effective sanctions can 
be maintained. This is especially true if Iraq 
does not believe a coalition attack is likely 
during this period. Iraq's infantry and artil
lery forces-the key elements of Iraq's ini
tial defense-probably would not suffer sig
nificantly as a result of sanctions. Iraq can 
easily maintain the relatively simple Soviet
style weaponry of its infantry and artillery 
units and can produce virtually all of the 
ammunition for these forces domestically. 

Moreover, these forces will have additional 
opportunity to extend and reinforce their 
fortifications along the Saudi border, there
by increasing their defensive strength. Iraq's 
armored and mechanized forces will be de
graded somewhat from continued sanctions. 
The number of inoperable Iraqi armored and 
other vehicles will grow gradually and the 
readiness of their crews will decline as Bagh
dad is forced to curb its training activities. 
Iraq has large stocks of spare parts and other 
supplies, however, which will ameliorate the 
effect of these problems. On balance, the 
marginal decline of combat power in Bagh
dad's armored units probably would be offset 
by the simultaneous improvement of its de
fensive fortifications. While the military, es
pecially the army, has been protected from 
the impact of sanctions by stockpiling and 
minimal usage, during a military action the 
impact would be more profound as equip
ment and needed parts are expended. 

Iraq's Air Force and air defenses are likely 
to be hit far more severely than its Army, if 
effective sanctions are maintained for an
other six to 12 months. This degradation will 
diminish Iraq's ability to defend its strategic 
assets from air attack and reduce its ability 
to conduct similar attacks on its neighbors. 
It would have only a marginal impact on 
Saddam's ability to hold Kuwait and south
ern Iraq. The Iraqi Air Force is not likely to 
play a major role in any battle for Kuwait. 

In December, during my appearance before 
the House Armed Services Committee, I 
noted that while we can look ahead several 
months and predict the gradual deteriora
tion of the Iraqi economy, it is more difficult 
to assess how or when these conditions will 
cause Saddam to modify his behavior. Our 
judgment remains that, even if sanctions 
continue to be enforced for an additional six 
to 12 months, economic hardship alone is un
likely to compel Saddam to retreat from Ku
wait or cause regime threatening popular 
discontent in Iraq. The economic impact of 
sanctions is likely to be increasingly serious, 
with conspicuous hardships and dislocations. 
Nevertheless, Saddam currently appears 
willing to accept even a subsistence economy 
in a continued attempt to outlast the inter
national resolve to maintain the sanctions, 
especially if the threat of war recedes sig
nificantly. He probably continues to believe 
that Iraq can endure sanctions longer than 
the international coalition will hold and 
hopes that avoiding war will buy him time to 
negotiate a settlement more favorable to 
him. 

We have seen little hard evidence to sug
gest that Saddam is politically threatened 
by the current hardships endured by the pop
ulace. Moreover, Saddam has taken few ac
tions that would indicate he is concerned 
about the stability of his regime. Assessing 
the populace's flash point is difficult, but we 
believe it is high because Iraqis have borne 
considerable hardship in the past. During its 
eight-year war with Iran, for example, Iraq 
endured a combination of economic difficul
ties, very high casualties, and repeated mis
sile and air attacks on major cities without 
any serious public disturbances. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM H. WEBSTER, 

Director of Central Interlligence. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I would just 
say that sanctions are not working. 

Mr. PEASE. Well, if I can reclaim my 
time, I would just mention to the gen
tleman that it depends a lot on which 
newspaper you read which day. I have 
an article from the New York Times 

just a couple days ago indicating that 
sanctions are working and are hurting 
a lot. 

I think you have to read very care
fully the letter from the CIA Director. 
What he is saying is the sanctions are 
unlikely to seriously affect the ground 
forces and perhaps artillery, but they 
will affect the armored capability and 
will definitely affect any air capability 
that Iraq might have. 

Let us look at the other side of the 
coin as well, and that is the sanctions 
against exports from Iraq. Iraq is los
ing $70 million every day in revenues 
from the sale of oil. Its conquest of Ku
wait does it no good at all if it cannot 
get the oil from Kuwait sent to other 
markets. 

So I think the crux of the question is 
essentially, do you assume at this 
point that sanctions will not work and 
go to war. or do you try to take the 
time to find out whether they will, ad
mitting that they might not, but to 
take the time to find out before you 
send American troops in to kill. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, if my 
friend will yield for just one second, in 
sort of adding a side bar to what the 
gentleman said, the irony of the whole 
thing here is that some of this leakage, 
and I think the gentleman from Vir
ginia, my friend, is probably correct, 
there is a certain leakage in these 
sanctions. There is a certain ability for 
goods to travel back and forth. 

The irony here is that some of the 
very same nations which are goading 
the United States to send its men and 
women to war and to death are the 
very nations that allow this leakage to 
occur. They are the ones benefi tting 
from this leakage. They are the ones 
permitting these trucks to go back and 
forth, winking and looking the other 
way. 

I mean. if we are going to send our 
people to what for some is a sure death, 
it seems to me we ought to have the 
absolute assurance of all those nations 
who would benefit far more greatly by 
having Saddam Hussein a piece of his
tory or melted into a ball of glass in 
the middle of the desert, it certainly is 
incumbent upon them to do everything 
they can do to make sure that this 
sanction is fully in place. 

Therefore, I have really sometimes 
some very negative feelings for some of 
these countries. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. PEASE. I will yield just briefly 
to the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. WOLF. One, I agree that those 
countries should. 

Second, I think Members on both 
sides of the aisle of every political per
suasion believe that the best way to 
make the sanctions effective is to sup
port the U.S. resolutions. 
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And the last comment I would say, in 
Mr. Webster's letter he says: 

During its 8-year war with Iran, for exam
ple, Iraq endured a combination of economic 
difficulties, very high casualties and re
peated missile and air attacks on major 
cities without any serious public disturb-
ances. 

I thank the gentleman for recogniz
ing me and taking this special order. 

Mr. PEASE. I am happy to have the 
contribution of the gentleman from 
Virginia. 

I think it would be a mistake if we 
made any reference at all to the 8-year 
war between Iran and Iraq and did not 
mention the willingness and ability of 
Iraq to sustain tens and hundreds of 
thousands of casual ties. 

If we were facing an opponent who 
would recognize that he was beat when 
he was beat, I would feel a lot better. 
But what I am afraid of is that we will 
attack Iraq with massive airpower, win 
control of the air and then be faced 
with going into a land war, assuming 
that Iraq would quit. My guess is that 
Iraq will not quit. If it loses 15,000 peo
ple a day, it will do so. The question is 
if they lose 15,000 a day and we lose 
3,000 a day, how long is America willing 
to sacrifice 3,000 American lives? Life 
is a lot more precious to us than it is, 
apparently, to Saddam Hussein. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. DOWNEY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to com
ment on the gentleman's point. I just 
caught the tail end of it. 

It seems to me it is an interesting 
point about how Iraq was sustained 
during this 8-year period of fighting 
with Iran. The fact is that they got 
enormous help from the Soviet Union, 
enormous help from the West, indeed 
some intelligence was offered to the 
Iraqis as to where potential Iranian at
tacks would come. So the suggestion 
on the one hand that the Iraqis with
stood an 8-year war without buckling 
ignores the reality that they were 
being infused with help during this pe
riod of time in terms of materiel and 
all sorts of additional support, which of 
course, they lack completely today. 

Mr. PEASE. I thank the gentleman 
for his comments. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. WISE. I thank the gentleman 
very much for yielding and for taking 
this special order. 

As a preface to my remarks and as a 
preface to the debate today and tomor
row and Saturday, I think it is essen
tial to point out that Saddam Hussein 
should take no comfort from this de
bate, because the debate is not whether 
or not to take the pressure off Saddam 
Hussein and Iraq, the debate is what 
kind of pressure to continue exerting 
and when to exert it, whether to use 

economic force, continue economic 
force and continue sanctions as the 
President initially proposed and put 
into motion or whether to resort im
mediately to military force. 

There are those of us who argue that 
sanctions and diplomatic initiatives 
should be given more of an oppor
tunity, recognizing that behind it all is 
a military option and an increasingly 
overwhelming military force. 

Saddam Hussein should not take 
heart from this debate. It is simply a 
question of how the screws continue to 
get tightened and when the ultimate 
weapon, that is, military force, is used. 

I think it is important to point out 
that Saddam Hussein does not benefit 
from his aggression into Kuwait. For 
instance, Saudi Arabia, which presum
ably he initially sought to at least in
timidate and to take over at the most, 
Saudi Arabia is now totally safe. Ev
eryone acknowledges that. 

The concern is whether or not our oil 
supplies would be cut off to the West, 
to Japan, to the United States and thus 
his stranglehold on our economy. It 
should be pointed out today there is 
more oil being pumped in the free 
world than there was before the Ku
waiti invasion. It is because Saudi Ara
bia had doubled its capacity, Venezuela 
and other nations have increased their 
capacity. So indeed the Nation has 
more oil being pumped than it did just 
a few months ago; that is, the world 
has more oil being pumped. 

Finally, Saddam Hussein has to face 
something now that he did not have to 
face on August 2, and that is an inter
national coalition with hundreds of 
thousands of troops of various nations, 
in the desert, an array of forces, United 
Nations forces and nations arrayed 
against him, world opprobrium, which 
ultimately you have to contend with. 

So I do not see where Saddam Hus
sein has benefitted from his aggression. 
Indeed, he is only going to suffer fur
ther. He is selling no oil, virtually no 
oil anywhere in the world. Yet so much 
of their economy, 80 percent of their 
foreign exchange depends on oil sales. 
So where does Saddam Hussein benefit? 

I have heard the argument that by 
delay, by continuing to let sanctions 
take their course, the Iraqi military 
benefits. Yes, I understand the argu
ment that more and more could be 
moved to Kuwait and you could dig in 
and hunker down in Kuwait longer and 
dig deeper trenches and bunkers and so 
on. 

But that belies the argument that 
that is not where you are going to 
strike. At least I hope that is not 
where we are going to strike, because I 
have never known one army to think
ingly and knowingly run into the 
strong points, the strong suite of the 
other side. You seek to go around, you 
seek to divert yourself, you seek to go 
to where they are weakest. It would be 
my hope, in the first air strikes that 

are done, that it is not Kuwait that is 
attacked, but Baghdad and Basra and 
Iraq and the Republican guard in Iraq 
and the strategic strongholds of Iraq. 
You do not go and stomp on some
body's foot if you have to take off their 
head. That is exactly what is at issue 
here. 

So Saddam Hussein, I encourage him 
to move another 100,000 troops, if that 
is what he wants to do, to Kuwait, be
cause that leaves the heart of what we 
are all about even less defended than it 
is today. 

Finally, I would like to bring up the 
point of what it is costing this country. 
This country is going to spend $30 bil
lion without the first shot being fired, 
fire shots and engage in hostile action, 
because then it is more. 

My concern is about the new world 
order. It is about seeing that the new 
world order is going to be like the old 
world order. It sounds a lot to me like 
it is going to be something like the old 
world order, which is that Uncle Sam 
pays the price, takes the sacrifice, suf
fers the casualties, and gets very little 
for it. We have our allied nations, for 
instance, Japan draws 70 percent of 
their oil from the Mideast, Germany 
and the European nations, 50 percent, 
in that category, and with the United 
States far less. Yet in the Budget Com
mittee hearings just last week, we 
learned that of the over $6 billion that 
has been pledged in direct cash con
tributions by our allied natio:r:is to Op
erations Desert Shield, that $4.3 bil
lion, only, has been collected. $6 billion 
was not enough, but $4.3 billion is even 
worse. 

But I think more significantly, or the 
$13 billion that was pledged by the al
lied nations to assist the front-line 
states-that is, Turkey and the other 
nations that have to bear the border 
disputes most vividly-up to $13 billion 
has been pledged by allied nations to 
the front-line states and we cannot get 
any indication actually how much has 
been paid. We do not know, because the 
State Department and Defense Depart
ment would not release those figures, if 
indeed they do know. 

So out of the total 20 billion dollars' 
worth of pledges, we know that $4.3 bil
lion has been paid in and we do not 
know how much else in refugee relief 
or whatever has been forthcoming. 

So my concern is that what you are 
going to get out of this is that after the 
United States pays the ultimate price 
and after we take the casual ties and 
after we pay the $30 billion-which, in
cidentally, is added to our deficit; it is 
not in the budget at all, it is additional 
deficit dollars-we are going to borrow 
money from our trading partners to 
fight the war that gets them their oil 
and then we are going to get the privi
lege of paying them, with interest, for 
fighting their war. 

So before we engage in that enter
prise, I think the economic sanctions 
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ought to be given every opportunity. 
This is not a debate, I have to reit
erate, this is not a debate over elimi
nating the military option. President 
Bush has succeeded, I think, beyond 
anyone's expectations when he an
nounced the international coalition 
and assembled it. We supported that. 

When he announced economic sanc
tions in August and September and Oc
tober, we supported that. When he an
nounced even the buildup on November 
8 there were some questions, but basi
cally that gave him an increased mili
tary option to use as a bargaining chip, 
and that was supported. 

Did anyone think seriously in Sep
tember and October, when sanctions 
were imposed, economic sanctions, 
that this was a process that would be 
over by December? Just as you cannot 
conceive of a 5-day war in serious 
terms, you cannot have 2 months of 
sanctions and expect them to work. 

This is a long-term process. If there 
is a new world order, the new world has 
to have some resiliency and has to be 
able to endure. 

So I think it is important to note 
this is not a debate over eliminating 
the military option, it is a debate as to 
when that option would be used. 

So in that case exercising diplomacy 
and negotiations with the military 
backup is the wisest course. 

I thank the gentleman for his time. 
Mr. PEASE. I am very grateful to the 

gentleman from West Virginia for his 
very excellent comments. 

Let me just conclude, Mr. Speaker, 
by saying that we will have an oppor
tunity on Saturday to vote on three 
resolutions: One will be the Bennett
Durbin resolution, trying to make it 
clear that the Constitution means 
what it says, and that is that Congress 
and only Congress can declare war. I 
urge my colleagues to support that res
olution. One will be the Gephardt-Ham
ilton resolution to make it clear that 
Congress wants to have economic sanc
tions given the opportunity to work be
fore we contemplate using force. 

I hope my colleagues will support 
that also. 

Third will be the Solarz-Michel 
amendment or resolution. 

Solarz-Michel-Bush resolution, I 
should say, to give the President the 
power as of 12:01 a.m. next Tuesday 
morning to commit U.S. forces as he 
sees fit by himself to action in the Per
sian Gulf. 

D 1330 
Mr. Speaker, I hope my colleagues 

will oppose that resolution. 

THIS DEBATE WILL STRENGTHEN 
us 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DELLUMS). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentlewoman from Cali-

fornia [Mrs. BOXER] is recognized for 60 
minutes. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, I was in 
this well, the same spot, about a week 
ago calling for the debate on the Per
sian Gulf crisis to come to this Con
gress so that we can take this issue to 
the American people, as is our duty 
and our obligation. I am very, very 
pleased that the leadership of this 
House has decided to bring the debate 
on the Persian Gulf right here, where it 
needs to be heard. 

Mr. Speaker, there are those who say 
it is almost unpatriotic to debate this 
issue openly in the American tradition. 
They say it will undermine the admin
istration. They say it is wrong. I say it 
is wrong not to debate this crisis, this 
potential war. I say it is wrong, indeed 
callous, to allow one person to take 
this Nation into war. 

As my colleague, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DELLUMS] has said, the 
Constitution made it inconvenient, 
made it inconvenient, for one person to 
take this Nation to war. There are 435 
Members of this House. There are 100 in 
the Senate. We get elected by the peo
ple. Our constituents are serving in the 
Persian Gulf. We need to debate this 
issue. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to show the 
world that we are indeed the strongest 
democracy, that debate only strength
ens us. They do not debate this issue in 
Iraq. Saddam Hussein rules by fear, by 
bullets. We rule by law. This is a de
mocracy. 

In addition, when we swear to uphold 
this Constitution, it includes article I, 
section 8. Article I, section 8, says it is 
Congress and only Congress that can 
declare war, not the United Nations. I 
say, 

That's fine. They can have their views. 
They can applaud and say, "America, take 
your treasure in the form of your money, 
take your treasure in the form of your young 
people and defend the world." That's fine, 
but it is up to this Congress to play a role, 
an equal role, with the executive branch. 

So, the time to run and hide is over, 
and I am very pleased. The time to be 
counted is here. The time to stand up 
for what we believe in is here. The time 
to put our vote on the line is here. And 
we will do it despite the fact that there 
are those who say it is unpatriotic, and 
I challenge them to a debate on that 
issue. 

Mr. Speaker, my constituents sent 
me here to vote those tough votes, and 
what could be tougher than voting to 
send kids to die? There can be nothing 
tougher, and we are going to do that. 
The debate has begun, and I am 
pleased. 

I came back from the Persian Gulf 
where I was honored to be part of a 26-
member bipartisan delegation, Demo
crats, Republicans. It was a leadership 
trip, and some of my colleagues who 
were on that trip are going to partici
pate in this special order this after-

noon. And I want to talk about what I 
learned, what is in my heart, and what 
is on my mind. 

Mr. Speaker, in 3 days we went to 
three countries. We went to Egypt, we 
went to Saudi Arabia, we went to Is
rael. We met with heads of state, we 
met with the young people whose lives 
are on the line, and we talked to them. 
We saw the most awesome display of 
military hardware that anyone can 
imagine. We saw that on a dock on the 
Persian Gulf in eastern Saudi Arabia. 

Mr. Speaker, we thought that if Sad
dam Hussein could see this, he would 
never subject his people to this kind of 
firepower. 

I tried to get a lot of answers toques
tions that have so far gone unan
swered, questions I asked the President 
in a letter in November. I still have not 
gotten an answer. I guess either he 
does not have them or he does not feel 
it is a priority. 

One of the questions: What will the 
casualties be? Civilian? Military? I got 
some answers from the Israeli intel
ligence people who, putting together 
what they thought could happen in the 
very-best-case scenario, a 2-week war 
where everything goes, quote, unquote, 
right, that we would have about 15,000 
American casualties, about 3 or 4,000 
dead, the rest wounded. That is in the 
best-case scenario. And who knows how 
many Iraqi citizens killed? 

But if my colleagues ever saw the 
amount of firepower that is arrayed 
there, they would have to be thinking 
25,000, 50,000, even if we have the smart
est, most targeted bombs. 

So, the first thing I realized is the 
awesome power that is at the ready. 
Generals there told us that it would 
take a year and a half after a war to 
bring that equipment home, just to 
bring that equipment home. 

Mr. Speaker, let me tell my col
leagues what else i: learned. Our young 
people are ready for whatever is going 
to come. They want to come home. 
They do not want to die. 

In addition, the young women there 
are serving under very difficult cir
cumstances. They are not treated the 
same way the men in the military are 
treated. 

Let me say that I will not forget a 
woman from Oakland, CA, who came 
up to me and said, "I'm so glad to see 
a female Member of Congress here," 
and there were three of us female Con
gresswomen in the party, in the bipar
tisan delegation, and the women gravi
tated toward us. They are working 
very hard, and they are explaining to 
us how it feels to have to go into the 
back door to use the gymnasium be
cause the Saudis do not want them to 
come in the front door. They have to 
fight to get to have the use of the gym
nasium, and then, once they are in 
there, being subjected to literature try
ing to convert them. It is tough for 
them to take. 
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In the rules our service people are 
told that women are not allowed to 
drive in Saudi Arabia. If" they are in 
their military vehicle and in their 
military uniform, it is OK. However, I 
was informed that if they do that and 
they attempt to drive into town in 
their military car and in their uni
forms, they are run off the road by the 
Saudis. 

So this woman from California, who 
was about 26, came up to me. She said 
she is married and she wants to go 
home. She said, 

I am here to do my duty, but I don't want 
to die for the King of Saudi Arabia, I don't 
want to die for oil, and I don't want to put 
the Emir back on the throne. Do what you 
can to settle this another way. Exhaust all 
other options. 

Those are her words. 
So many of our people are confused 

about their mission, but they are ready 
to do what they were sent to do, there 
is no question about that. 

There are two more points I want to 
make, and then I am going to yield to 
my colleague, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. DOWNEY]. This Operation 
Desert Shield is called a multinational 
operation. Our President has stated 
over and over that it is not America 
versus Saddam Hussein. Well, I have to 
say to my friends, that from my experi
ence, from my first-hand knowledge, it 
is America versus Iraq. 

Other people have put their names on 
a U.N. resolution. They have given a 
few token dollars and sent a few token 
troops. Even the Egyptians and the 
Syrians, who are so much in favor of 
this operation, have clearly stated they 
would not take their troops on the 
ground into Iraq to fight. They will not 
do that. We will be fortunate, in my 
opinion, if they even go in to liberate 
Kuwait. They will be there to defend 
Saudi Arabia, and very likely they will 
go into Kuwait, but certainly not into 
Iraq if it should come to that. And I am 
going to allow my colleague, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER], 
to tell in a very graphic way how we 
know this. 

But we do know this. This is Ameri
ca's war, this is America's kids, and if 
this is the new world order, then I am 
sorry, I do not like it one bit for our 
people. 

PAT SCHROEDER has said that "We 
cannot be the 911 for the world," and I 
am saying from my experience on the 
Budget Committee and from being in 
this body for 9 years, that if this is the 
new world order, too many of our 
young kids are going to die all over the 
world and we are going to pay a dis
proportionate share of the burden, and 
here at home we will not be able to do 
anything for our people after 40 years 
of the cold war and after having spent 
so much to get the world on its feet. 
And the world is on its feet. The Japa
nese and the Europeans are on their 

feet. It is their time to share the bur
den. And this operation is Operation 
America Desert Shield, no matter what 
the words are. That is what it is in re
ality, and I do not like that one bit. It 
is not fair, and it does not bode well for 
the future. Where does it stop? 

This is the last point I want to make. 
I asked the President in my letter, 

which he has not answered, what the 
impact would be for Americans in 
terms of terrorism moving into our so
ciety and into our lives. I could not get 
an answer, but I got an answer from 
every head of state we met with, from 
Egypt to Israel, and they do not often 
agree on a lot of things. But they agree 
on this. America will be the target of 
terrorism. Whether it is in Europe or in 
this country, we will be the target of 

· terrorism. 
Now we know that the heads of state 

in the Middle East do not take that so 
seriously. It is their way of life. They 
have a very incredible way of life over 
there. 

I will never forget this occurrence: 
When we flew from Saudi Arabia to get 
to Israel, we could not go directly from 
Saudi Arabia to Israel because Saudi 
Arabia does not recognize Israel. That 
is the way they view life. They do not 
care that Israel has been there all 
these years. They do not recognize Is
rael, the hatred is so great. We had to 
go all the way around the circle to 
Egypt, back into Egypt, check into 
Egypt and then fly. How ridiculous. Is 
that the way of thinking we are get
ting into now? Is this what we are buy
ing into, wars for years and years and 
terrorism for years and years? 

No, thank you. There has got to be a 
better way to resolve problems, and 
there are better ways. 

We have stopped Saddam Hussein 
with a defensive force at the Saudi 
line. He has been stopped. Now there 
ought to be a multinational peacekeep
ing force to bring stability to the re
gion and let the sanctions work. That 
is a policy that says to me, "This is a 
new world order," that says to me, 
"This is getting beyond war." It does 
not say, "Yes, we will allow people to 
be aggressive and become aggressors on 
other nations." But it talks about 
peacekeeping, and it talks about de
fense. It does not talk about the vast 
arsenal of weapons we have arrayed 
there and what could come about. 

So in conclusion, I am glad I made 
this trip. I looked into the eyes of the 
kids who are going to have to pay the 
price for the failure of diplomacy, for 
the failure of adults to reason, for the 
failure of our not being able to see the 
opportunity for a new world order and 
a new way to approach problems. 

If we keep reaching back to the old 
ways, it is gloom and doom for our so
ciety. It is not clear to our kids. They 
will be here now, they will be some
where else later, and they will be dying 

for the world, and everyone will say, 
"Go, America; go and do it for us." 

I say that we cannot afford it. It is 
not fair, and it will not work. It is time 
for a new kind of leadership. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I am going 
to yield to my friend and colleague who 
was on this trip, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. DOWNEY]. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding. I just 
want to associate myself with her very 
fine remarks. 

I think one of the very interesting 
aspects of this that people do not like 
to talk about is that when we went to 
visit in the desert one of the first air 
tactical wings from Langley Air Force 
Base, we met the F-15 pilots and we 
had a chance to visit with the pilots, 
with the tech officers, and with support 
personnel, and we had a very interest
ing meeting. We had a chance to meet 
most of the members of the wing. 

When we left to come back, we found 
out that one of the pilots had crashed 
and died. The first thing I thought 
about was, "Gee, I hope it wasn't Biff 
Mott or one of the other pilots I met. 
I hope it was somebody else." And then 
I reflected on that first emotion, and I 
thought, "It doesn't have to be, nor 
should it be anybody." 

Bringing that emotion to the fore is 
always met. with a certain level of deri
sion. People say, 

This is a hopelessly emotional argument 
you are making here about people dying. Of 
course people are going to die. That is the 
nature of warfare. 

One of the points that the gentle
woman made that I think is most pro
found is this idea of the new world 
order. If we have learned anything in 
the last several years, certainly in the 
last several months, it is that things 
change quickly. We are told that Sad
dam Hussein has an iron grip on Iraq. I 
might add that I remember listening to 
people who told me that the Shah of 
Iran had an iron grip on Iran and noth
ing would ever change. Things changed, 
and changed quickly. 

Iraq, as the gentlewoman knows, has 
not been able to export any oil. It has 
earned no currency. Ninety percent of 
its imports, on which it is enormously 
dependent for material and spare parts 
and food, have been cut off. 

D 1350 
No one has suggested for a moment 

that the sanctions are not working. 
The only thing people say about the 
sanctions is they will take a long time. 
Yes, they will take a long time. We will 
have to be patient. 

It was the President who counseled 
patience when the sanctions were ini
tially imposed. It was the Secretary of 
State and the Secretary of Defense who 
said we are going to have to be patient, 
it is going to take a while. We were pa
tient and there was unanimous belief 
in this country that the policy of sane-
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tions would not make sense, and that 
it would take time. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. BOXER. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. MILLER of California. On that 
point I think it is important to point 
out, because back in August when the 
President took the action which I 
think most of us supported to stop Sad
dam Hussein from rolling through 
other countries in the Middle East, and 
he did, as was pointed out, counsel pa
tience, talked about the sanctions, 
talked about the need to have this 
international cooperation and sanc
tions and embargo, and now we find as 
they move to the offensive, to the war 
footing, that they are constantly tell
ing Members of the Senate and House 
committees that no one can guarantee 
that the sanctions will work. I do not 
think that the President offered us a 
guarantee, nor did we seek one. We 
thought that this was the best way to 
approach it, to see whether or not we 
could go to a peaceful resolution. It 
was the President who suggested we 
would have to be there perhaps a year 
and asked for the American people to 
gear up for that effort. 

But now we are told we have to guar
antee that. I think every Member here 
recognizes that there is some possibil
ity that we may end up in a shooting 
war. We may not endorse that. We may 
not vote for that. But nobody asked 
President Bush or Secretary Baker or 
the international coalition or the Unit
ed Nations for a guarantee. And by the 
same token, if we do not let them run 
the proper time, they will not work. 
We know that is true also. If we cut the 
sanctions off on January 15, of course 
they will not have worked. 

So I think that we ought to make 
sure that the public understands that 
the administration keeps raising the 
threshold as they try to work their 
way to war. They keep trying to close 
down the debate by raising the thresh
old of what the performance level 
would be. And the gentleman is quite 
correct, the President offered and 
counseled us to be patient, recognizing 
how tough it is, even though those are 
the most comprehensive sanctions and 
the most comprehensive embargo we 
have had on any country in modern 
times. 

People like to tell us that the sanc
tions will not work because they did 
not work against Cuba. We were the 
only country embargoing Cuba. The 
Canadians, the Mexicans, the Peru
vians, the Brazilians, the Europeans, 
the Dutch were all trading with them. 
Nobody is supposed to be trading with 
Iraq at this point. 

I thank the gentlewoman for yield
ing. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. BOXER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
think it is important that the gen
tleman from California pointed out 
that all of these Western countries are 
trading. Certainly the Germans and the 
French may have played the most im
portant roles in letting Saddam Hus
sein get chemical, biological, and 
maybe other nuclear capabilities here. 
But the United States of America was 
subsidizing Saddam Hussein. Within 10 
days before the invasion, in late July, 
prior to the August 2 invasion, the gen
tlewoman and, I think, my two col
leagues were with me on the floor when 
we tried to cut off American subsidies 
to Iraq. At that time, we were trying to 
tell the administration that this man 
had murdered thousands of Kurds, had 
used the most brutal tactics, chemical 
weapons, biological weapons, and here 
we were subsidizing him. And indeed 
now the whole world primarily is sup
porting the sanctions. 

Let me just say one more thing, and 
then I will yield back to the gentle
woman from California. I am the chair
man of the International Economic 
Policy and Trade Subcommittee of the 
Foreign Affairs Committee. We have 
sanctions within our jurisdiction. I 
have been a member of that committee 
for about 10 years now. I have never 
ever heard a witness from the adminis
tration or the private sector argue that 
a 6-month embargo, which excludes 
foodstuffs and medicine, will bring a 
government down. I do not recall any
one in the administration when they 
came to us and we supported the sanc
tions they took both individually, as a 
nation, and then through the United 
Nations, I do not remember them say
ing that in 6 quick months we would 
have a resolution to the problem. And 
worst of all, if we choose the military 
recourse today, we will guarantee that 
sanctions do not succeed, and that 
means that in other areas where we 
cannot marshal 400,000 Americans and 
tens of thousands of others, they will 
not be able to do anything. We are not 
going to get this kind of force together 
to try to get Lebanon back as a coun
try. We are not going to be able to du
plicate this set of circumstances that 
brought American military presence 
and support from the rest of the world 
for military action at some point in 
other hot spots of the world. 

But if we are successful with this new 
relationship with the Soviet Union, 
and this new attempt at international 
cooperation to deal with outlaws, is 
not a little patience worth the lives of 
our sons and daughters who are now in 
this battlefield? 

America has achieved many of its 
goals, as the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. HAMILTON] pointed out in the cau
cus. The hostages are home. There is 
stability in the gulf, and if we put even 
the 500 sons and daughters that the 

gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ASPIN] 
estimates as the casual ties, and I hope 
that it would not be even that, but 
would we save those 500 young men and 
women if we waited another month, or 
2 months, and is it not worth trying 
that? 

Give the President the authority to 
go to war, but not today. If we need to 
do that, we can make that assessment 
another day, and maybe that day 
comes. As Mr. MILLER points out, there 
is certainly no reason to take that ac
tion here today or this weekend. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
again to the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. DOWNEY]. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to deal with the gentlewoman for 
a minute on this point, if the other 
gentleman will remain, and I see some 
of my other colleagues here, on the ar
guments that the administration 
makes. Maybe we are wrong. Maybe 
Mr. ASPIN, maybe the President is 
right. Maybe this January 15 Saddam 
Hussein understands nothing but force, 
and we go in, the aerial bombing 
works, everybody leaves. There is 
chaos, there is overthrow of Saddam 
Hussein. It seems to me that the more 
I analyze the people who are saying 
force is the only thing Saddam Hussein 
understands, there is a catch there, and 
the catch is, and they all believe al
most to a person that the cost of war
fare will be light, that war will be rel
atively short, but the casualties would 
be relatively small. I do not hear any
one suggest for a moment that this is 
well worth the expenditure of 10,000 or 
15,000 American lives. No one has said 
that. Yet no one can be sure that the 
war will be short. It could last 5 days, 
6 days, 6 weeks, 6 months. 

My guess is, based on what has hap
pened in the Israeli experience, that 
the war probably will be shorter. But 
that does not mean that the intensity 
of modern weaponry cannot inflict 
enormous casual ties on both American 
and Iraqi boys. 

Mrs. BOXER. And I must add women 
as well. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Yes, and women, 
women who are there in great number, 
and the aftermath of a conflict that we 
will inevitably win has not been exam
ined in any detail. 

Let us take the Iraqis at their word. 
Interestingly, on our trip we found that 
the Israelis do. They feel that in the 
opening stages of a conflict that they 
will be the beneficiaries of the Scud B 
missiles in Tel Aviv, armed with chem
ical weapons. They are not going to 
stand idly by and be attacked and have 
their civilian population terrorized and 
threatened. They will respond. What 
will that mean for American involve
ment later on? 

It is clear that under the best of cir
cumstances we will have hundreds of 
thousands of Iraqi soldiers imprisoned 
by American soldiers for weeks and 
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probably months. We will want to play 
a role as Kuwait comes back to estab
lish its Government to make sure that 
they do not wage their own type of 
jihad. That will require an American 
presence for a considerable period of 
time. 

So the question becomes if the appli
cation of force works as dreamed, we 
will then have probably a very desta
bilized Iraq for a long period of time. 
Saddam Hussein will take on the role 
of either sainted martyr or fool, I real
ly do not care very much about him. 
But I think we will have the spectacle 
of America having killed tens of thou
sands of Iraqis, and that would be a 
problem for us. We do not talk about it 
because they are the enemy right now. 
But after they are not the enemy, they 
will have suffered grievously, and we 
will have been the ones in the minds of 
the Arab world to have delivered the 
blow and provided the suffering. That 
is something that we have to reconcile 
ourselves to if we choose that path. 

Mrs. BOXER. If the gentleman will 
yield back on that point, he is so cor
rect that we will be the ones, because 
this so-called multinational force is 
really a fiction. It is an American 
force, and we found that out. We saw it 
with our own eyes. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Our allies are prepared 
to fight until the last American boy 
dies. I mean, it is the moral equivalent 
of holding our coats and wishing us 
well as we go off to battle. The Syrians 
have already publicly stated that they 
are not going to do anything other 
than to defend Saudi Arabia from at
tack. Do not expect them to be of any 
help. The Egyptians with their vaunted 
military tradition might be of some 
help to us, but they are two divisions 
and are not likely to be given extraor
dinary responsibility. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. If the gentle
woman will yield further, that brings 
us back to the question of here we are, 
we are going to make a decision. We 
ask for sacrifice from the American 
people based on America's interests, 
and I think the gentleman from New 
York was right. We do not know, and 
we spend a lot of time researching this 
and getting new facts on the situation 
and trying; as some of the Members 
just returned from a trip to the Middle 
East, we do not know if the sanctions 
would ever work. We do not know if a 
military attack would work like clock
work and everything as the gentleman 
from New York says; if we are lucky, 
everything works out great, we do not 
have a lot of casualties, and nobody 
can be sure of these things. 

But what we can be sure of is that to
morrow Saddam Hussein and the Iraqi 
military is weaker than it is today. 
The head of the CIA testified in the 
Senate that maybe 40 percent of his Air 
Force does not work. Six months from 
now 20 percent of his mechanized divi
sions. He is not getting spare parts. So 

now the question is, we are about to 
risk American life, and there are sev
eral propositions before us. One says 
you have got to act militarily now or 
you miss the moment. It may be cor
rect. We could be at a point where a 
day or a month from now we could not 
use military force. Highly unlikely. 

It may be that the sanctions would 
never work, but the risk is that if we 
are wrong, American military forces 6 
months from now will meet a weaker 
Iraq, not a stronger Iraq, an Iraq that 
has been embargoed for a year, that 
has not gotten spare parts for the mili
tary, that has not been getting an infu
sion of Western American technology 
and other technology which is a weak
er Iraq than our young men and women 
face today. 

So if one takes that calculation, they 
have the same military opportunities 
and better ones 6 months or a year 
from now, and if it can work without 
the loss, massive loss, of American 
lives, and we can solve this diplomati
cally, it is a formula we can use else
where in the world. 

Mr. DOWNEY. I want to deal with 
this question of the Fram oil filter 
analogy with respect to Saddam Hus
sein: "Fight me now or fight me later." 

Prior to August 2, the so-called Hit
ler was told by our charge, April 
Glaspie, when directly confronted with 
the fact that the Iraqis were prepared 
to go into Kuwait, that the United 
States does not pay a great deal of at
tention to these internecine problems 
among Arab brothers, the green light 
was blinking for Saddam Hussein. 

Prior to August 2, Saddam Hussein 
had promised and delivered every time; 
every time he had a weapon, he used it. 
Saddam Hussein was as brutal before 
August 2; I mean, he gets an additional 
high mark for brutality with Kuwait, 
and that we can all venture to say, but 
there was no illusion about what a 
major-league creep this guy was prior 
to August 2. 

But, of course, people made a lot of 
money on Saddam Hussein. The 
French, the Germans, the Swiss were 
all willing to part with the highest lev
els of technology to provide this dic
tator with the modern weapons of war. 

Had he not invaded Kuwait, I do not 
think there would be a person here sug
gesting that we have to fight Saddam 
Hussein today or fight him at some 
point in the future when he is stronger. 

The gentleman has pointed out the 
fact that he is not stronger in the fu
ture. He is weaker. And I do not dis
count the fact that at some point in 
the future we may have to use military 
action against this guy. I would like to 
think that it would be with a few other 
people so that it does not become an 
American enterprise. 

But Saddam Hussein was a very bad 
and evil man, will continue to be a 
very bad and evil man, but we do not 

have to on January 15 or 16 or 17, spend 
American lives not to deal with him. 

One of the things that we learned in 
Israel that I think was the most inter
esting was this question of the nuclear 
weapons capability of Saddam Hussein 
given to him by Western allies of ours 
today. This one person who is in a posi
tion to know said categorically he can
not have a nuclear weapon unless the 
West provides him the ability to do 
that. Nobody is going to do that. So 
the sanctions, if they continue to 
work, we do not have to worry at some 
point in the future that Saddam Hus
sein is going to show up with a nuclear 
arsenal. He does not have that capabil
ity. The only way he gets that capabil
ity is if we give it to him. 

Mr. MARKEY. If the gentlewoman 
will yield, let me, if I could, just review 
what the reasons are that are being 
propounded for the justification for an 
American military invasion of Kuwait 
and Iraq. First, oil. Well, right now, we 
have found that there is no oil shortage 
in the world. We have replaced all the 
supplies that were lost. 

Moreover, if that is the justification, 
in 1981, when Ronald Reagan and 
George Bush and James Edwards, a 
dentist from South Carolina, as the 
Secretary of Energy, he came and tes
tified before Congress in his confirma
tion hearings that his goal was to abol
ish the Department of Energy, and 
when told by a congressional commit
tee that might be difficult, he said, 
"Well," he said, "it might take me a 
�l�i�t�~�l�e� longer, but the catfish are still 
jumping in South Carolina in June." 
That was 1981. That was their policy 
throughout the 1980's. 

Second, nuclear nonproliferation. 
Ronald Reagan campaigned in 1980 on 
the platform that nonproliferation is 
not any of our business, meaning the 
United States, and since 1981, we have 
turned literally a blind eye to this 
international nuclear commerce. We 
allow the international atomic agency 
to become a paper tiger without any 
real sanctions and, as a result, even 
though the Israelis went in and made a 
strike at the Osirak reactor in 1981, we 
joined with Iraq and the United Na
tions in 1981 in condemning Israel; the 
United States, the Reagan-Bush admin
istration, condemned Israel with Iraq 
in 1981. Throughout the 1980's then we, 
as a government, that is, the Reagan
Bush continuum, have been not in any 
manner, shape, or form with clean 
hands in terms of a nuclear non
proliferation policy. 

Third, chemical weapons. George 
Bush three times went to the Senate to 
break a tie for the construction of new 
chemical weapons, even as the world 
was calling for a treaty that would ban 
their production and, at the same time 
that the Iraqis were using them 
against their own people, the Kurds, 
our Government once again turned a 
blind eye. 
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Fourth, and the gentleman from New 

York has made this point, just as re
cently as this summer, on human 
rights and on the question of whether 
or not we would intervene if the Iraqis 
moved into Kuwait, April Glaspie, our 
spokesman, stated quite clearly it was 
none of our business, and we were not 
going to interject ourselves. 

On the basic justifications which are 
being used now, they were, as an ad
ministration, continuing from 1981 
through 1990 on the opposite side of 
these issues, and now tell those of us 
who took those positions that we are 
appeasers. But we were the ones taking 
those positions on Iraq all along, and 
now we say in response to them why 
can we not look at the example of how 
we isolated militarily and economi
cally the Soviet Union from 1946 on, 
why can we not look at the experience 
of the Soviet Union disastrously in 
moving in their superpower projection 
of force into Afghanistan in the 1980's 
and learn the lessons of the last 40 
years which is that we did the right 
thing in bringing the East bloc coun
tries to their knees? 

That technological stranglehold, that 
military encirclement, those trade 
sanctions worked. This is a paper tiger 
of a superpower. It was a card castle, 
and it crumbled. 

We can take that approach, and we 
can be successful, but let us not hear 
from them in any manner, shape, or 
form that those of us who supported 
the President back last August in pro
jecting this military force and support
ing an economic embargo are in any 
manner, sh.ape, or form interested in 
anything other than the expulsion of 
Saddam from that region. Let us not 
hear the justifications which are being 
propounded right now as being this ad
ministration's greatest concerns, be
cause we got there on oil, on chemi
cals, on nuclear nonproliferation as a 
result of the policies we were trying to 
change here on the floor of the House 
but were rejected by the Reagan-Bush 
administration consistently over a 10-
year period. 

That is what the people of this coun
try have a right to hear, and that is be
fore body bags start coming back to 
this country in a way that families in 
our country did not hear back in 1965 
and 1966. They have a right to answer. 

Let me just say this if I could to the 
gentleman form New York, and that is 
why I am so concerned right now. 
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In November 1966, John Waden came 

home in a body bag to Walden, MA. He 
was our first casualty. He lived five 
doors down from me. I was a junior at 
Boston College. I went to that funeral, 
that wake, and I asked each adult at 
that wake, "Why was John Waden 
dead?" There was not a single adult at 
that wake who could explain to me 
what the war in Vietnam was all about. 

I swore that if I ever got into a posi
tion of power that I would ensure that 
somebody could explain to that family, 
to his friends, why that young boy or 
that young women had died, and that is 
what this debate is all about. It is ex
plaining how we got to this point, how 
on oil, on chemicals, on nuclear mate
rials, on human rights, how we got to 
this point, and why we have to send in 
American boys right now, or instead 
put in military encirclement, trade 
embargo, and have the patience to wait 
for that empire to crumble, as it will. 
If the Soviet Union crumbles, a tin 
horn dictator from a Third World coun
try will certainly crumble. That is 
what this debate is all about. That is 
why it is the most important debate in 
my 15 years in this body, and I am glad 
that the gentlewoman from California 
has addressed this special order at this 
time. 

Mrs. BOXER. I just want to say to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts how 
much I appreciate his joining in these 
discussions. The gentleman is so right. 
This administration really did not 
want us to debate. If you remember, 
when they went to the United Nations, 
they asked for a January 1 date, not a 
January 15 date. They wera agitated 
that they had to wait. 

I am convinced that one of the rea
sons was to keep the debate away from 
the American people. 

What we are doing here tonight, this 
afternoon, is starting a debate that 
will go on for the next three days. 

I want to ask the gentleman from 
California if the gentleman from New 
York is complete for now, because I 
know he is going to take some time. 

Mr. DOWNEY. I have taken long 
enough. I thank the gentlewoman. 

Mrs. BOXER. I want to yield some 
time, as· much as he would like of the 
remaining time, to my colleague, the 
gentleman from California. Before he 
begins, I just want to give him my per
sonal thanks for the role he has played 
in getting this issue before this House. 
This is the gentleman who did not just 
feel frustrated and concerned about the 
fact that this administration was keep
ing the Congress and therefore the 
American people shut out of this de
bate. This gentleman organized this 
Congress and 82 of us went in on a law
suit, a lawsuit that was his idea, to 
bring the whole constitutional ques
tion of who has the right to declare 
war to the courts and to the people. 

I believe the decision of the judge 
really underscored that the gentleman 
was right and that those of us on the 
lawsuit were right, because article I, 
section 8 is so clear. 

This gentleman deserves a tremen
dous amount of credit, not only be
cause he is articulate, intelligent, hon
est and all those things, but because he 
has the guts to stand up for what he be
lieves. He has the skills to organize 
Members of Congress, and I am just 

honored that he is here participating, 
and I would like to yield to my friend, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DELLUMS]. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague for yielding to me and I 
am appreciative and also humbled by 
her remarks, and I appreciate them 
very much. 

Let me say at the outset that at least 
in the abstract, the duty of this insti
tution is that people have the oppor
tunity to speak their minds, irrespec
tive of their point of view; but the 
beauty is only realized if Members of 
Congress actually exercise their free
dom, and that is to express themselves. 

I compliment the gentlewoman and 
all my colleagues here today who are 
joining in this special order, because 
they are operating, in my humble opin
ion, in the finest tradition of a public 
servant, and that is to attempt to be
come part of the educative process, to 
have the audacity, the courage if you 
will, and the desire to become part of 
that process to educate as you attempt 
to lead. 

Second, to offer a perspective, to set 
a framework, to establish the param
eters of the debate. 

If the gentlewoman will yield fur
ther, I would like to contribute to that. 

I think that this debate, as I said ear
lier today in the caucus, is not about 
whether there are problems in the 
world that need to be solved all over 
the world, in the Persian Gulf, in the 
Middle East, on the continent of Africa 
and Asia, even in this country. 

There are problems that have to be 
resolved. Only a fool or a knave would 
come to that decision; but the issue is 
how do you choose to solve those inter
national disputes? 

I came to Congress 20 years ago from 
the Oakland-Berkeley area against the 
backdrop of the Vietnam war, a war 
that split this entire country asunder, 
that divided young people from their 
parents, that even divided this institu
tion. I was sent here to raise my voice 
in the name of peace. I marched into 
the well where the gentlewoman is now 
standing on more than one occasion 20 
years ago when we were fighting and 
dying in Vietnam, and I said to my col
leagues and I said to the Nation that if 
you are an advocate of peace, that 
peace is not simply withdrawing troops 
from Vietnam. It is withdrawing from 
the mentality of war and seeing war as 
an instrument of solving international 
disputes. 

So I stand here this afternoon to par
ticipate in this forum, without any 
shame, because I believe that we as a 
people have to be bold enough and ma
ture enough to move beyond the cave
man mentality that says we must fight 
and maim as a way of solving human 
problems. We must have the audacity 
to think beyond war. That is what this 
debate is all about. Do we have the 
courage to think beyond war? 
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Strength and power it appears now, 

testified by the statement that the 
President of the United States made 
just a few days ago, and I paraphrase: 
"And if he is not out of Kuwait by the 
15th, we are going to kick his butt." 

Those are not RON DELLUMS' words, 
but the President of the United States. 

Now, what does that say? It says in 
some way that violence and force is le
gitimate. So the first group of people 
we communicate with are the young 
people who are dying all over this 
country, shooting and killing in ran
dom violence, shooting on street cor
ners and shooting into cars and school 
incidents of violence and anger sud
denly turned into death and destruc
tion, because at the top of the moun
tain the President of the United States 
says: "Kick butt," because kicking 
butt is the way to solve problems; so 
we communicate to an entire genera
tion of young people that it is not 
about sitting down to attempt to solve 
problems in some rational and mature 
fashion. No, it is about kicking butt. 

So now our children are armed with 
AK-47's, 9 millimeter semiautomatic 
weapons, .357 Magnums, carrying them 
to school because the name of the game 
is "kick butt," justified all the way to 
the Oval Office of the White House. 

So in some way that becomes then 
the macho image. 

Again we also communicate through
out the world that Saddam Hussein's 
reckless adventure into Kuwait was 
not wrong. You just do not have 
enough power. So our response was not 
to deplore violence and force. If he had 
a problem that needed to be solved 
with Kuwait, then solve that problem 
nonviolently; but we posed no alter
native. We said, "We don't like it that 
you use force and if you don't get out, 
we're going to use force, and by Janu
ary 15, by God, we're going to kick 
your butt if you are not ready." 

What are we communicating to an 
entire generation of people? I watch 
television now every day. Most of the 
time we do not have time, but during 
the holiday break between the 101st 
and 102d Congress, I tried to watch a 
lot of television because I do not nor
mally have the opportunity, because I 
want to see what the American people 
see all day every day. Do you know 
what I saw? I saw young families being 
ripped apart, children clinging to their 
fathers' and mothers' legs saying, "I 
don't want you to go," seeing bright 
beautiful young faces marching off to 
some unknown destiny in the Persian 
Gulf for what reason? Because we want 
to kick some butt. 

I came here because I believe that we 
must have the audacity to get beyond 
that, that our power and our strength 
lie not in our ability to wage war. 

I am 20 years in this Congress, 18 of 
them on the Armed Services Commit
tee, third ranking Democrat, sub
committee chair of R&D. Let me tell 

you something. To you and to the 
American people, to you, Mr. Speaker, 
this country has the military capacity, 
the technological capability to render 
a hole so large in the Persian Gulf that 
you do not have enough sand to refill 
it. 
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Remember we built all that incred

ible capability to take out the Soviet 
Union. And now the Berlin Wall has 
crumbled, Eastern Europe is now 
marrying Western Europe, Gorbachev 
has thrown up his hands saying, "I 
have got to learn how to feed my min
ers and feed my people. Let's not talk 
about war, let's sit down and try to fig
ure it out." 

But we have this massive arsenal. So 
what are we going to do with it? We 
have never really tested it out, wheth
er the tanks work, whether the guns 
work, whether the missiles actually hit 
targets. 

We have all this incredible power 
massed, and I am saying to you there is 
no way we could lose in a shooting war. 
But in the longer term we lose because 
we have lost the opportunity as a great 
nation to assume leadership in the 
world, to say, "We disagree with your 
use of force and we want to show you 
there is another way to solve the prob
lem.'' And there is another way to 
solve the problem. 

Can sanctions work? Give them the 
opportunity. I find it incredibily poetic 
that many of the people who said, 
"Well, the sanctions haven't worked by 
the 15th of January? Let's go to war," 
taking thousands of young people into 
harm's way. But when we talk about 
sanctions in South Africa, the people 
that did not want sanctions in South 
Africa, many of them who now support 
going to war, said, "Slow down, take 
your time, be patient, let's see if sanc
tions can work in South Africa." 

So the very same people that counsel 
patience in the use of sanctions now 
are suddenly enamored of this January 
15 date as if there is something sac
rosanct about this date, so that we can 
go to war. 

The Director of the Central 
Intelligency Agency said that these are 
the most effective sanctions that we 
have ever levied. Give them a chance. 

But even if they do not work, I say to 
the gentlewoman from California, then 
let us use other diplomatic means. We 
all know to a moral certainty that 
eventually old· men will sit down 
around a table to solve a political prob
lem after young men and women have 
died. What I want to do is to move the 
dying aside, let us get to the table 
first. We all know there is always a 
deal. 

We live in an institution that deals 
all day every day 365 days a year. This 
is the joint that makes the deal. We 
understand dealmaking. 

So if anybody thinks that we cannot 
sit down and negotiate a deal is living 
in an absurd world. Of course we can 
negotiate. Does that render us inept? 
Does that mean that we are some 
weak, wimpy nation? Who has attacked 
us lately? 

That means other people understand 
this massive power. But we do not need 
to use it. Our power lies in our capac
ity to get beyond it. 

What is the new world order? The 
President uses this comment. I find it 
fascinating. Several years ago people 
thought there was a commie-pinko
left-wing-radical idea, the new world 
order. But now it is being embraced by 
a conservative Republican President. 
That is great. Let us seize the moment 
to define that new world order, what it 
means. 

Does it mean going from threatening 
strategic war to threatening sophisti
cated conventional war? Does it go 
from focusing on the major super
powers to focusing on Third World 
countries? I think a new world order is 
a world order where we have the audac
ity to think beyond war, to stop taking 
our young people across the seas to 
fight and die for some cause that could 
eventually get solved around the nego
tiating table by gray-haired old men 
who work the deal. 

But you cannot bring back the lives. 
I am tired of turning on the television 
sets, crying, seeing these beautiful 
young people leaving their families be
hind. Some of them, both men and 
women, husbands and wives, serving 
there. Some of these children are vir
tually abandoned because the husband 
and the wife are in the Persian Gulf, 
preparing to die. 

And we all know, if you look at their 
frustrations, they feel fear. Only a fool 
would not. 

I do not think they would want to go 
to war. Only a madman would want to 
go to war, because war is killing, death 
and destruction, nothing more, nothing 
less. 

So I think we ought to have the au
dacity and I say boldly that anyone 
who is not willing to feel passionate 
about this issue in this body has not 
thought about it. I respect you if you 
feel passionate on one side or the 
other, but be upset about it because 
war is a passionate issue. Peace is a 
passionate issue. 

Sending people into harm's way is 
something that you ought to care 
about. If you can march into the well 
after this debate calmly and serenely 
to cast a vote to take people to death 
and destruction, you should not be 
here. You should be passionate-and I 
am. My passion is peace. My passion is 
that we ought to be able to get beyond 
these absurd ideas. 

So that is the nature of the debate 
that I will take to the floor, that the 
issue is how do you solve international 
disputes? I think diplomacy can work. 
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I think we ought to pose that alter
native so that the world sees that we 
are asserting leadership to move to
ward a bold, new era, that new world 
order where peace is the agenda and 
using international instruments like 
the United Nations, the International 
Court of Justice, and the World Court 
as the instruments that we begin to use 
to solve problems rather than fighting, 

· shooting, and dying. 
Finally, the gentlewoman serves a 

great purpose: I hope we will continue 
these efforts over the next several days 
and, hopefully, in the course of these 
remarks our American citizens who are 
focusing now in on what Congress is 
doing will begin to activate themselves 
in very powerful numbers because it is 
important. You and I know that what 
we do, hopefully, will serve some useful 
purpose. But the bottom line, it is 
going to be public opinion because we 
operate in a political environment. The 
American people need to let their opin
ions be known and they need to do it as 
quickly and as powerfully and as di
rectly as possible. I thank the gentle
woman for her generosity. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank my dear friend 
from California for adding so much to 
this debate. We have just a couple of 
minutes, and I am going to close. 

When the gentleman talked about 
the message that President Bush and 
this administration are sending to the 
young people, it has never been spoken 
of before until the gentleman spoke it. 
But it is so clear that the gentleman is 
right, because we know all the powers 
that the President has are written 
down in the Constitution. But the 
strongest power he has is his role 
model. If his message is, as the gen
tleman says and as he has said, "I want 
to kick some butt," it is really a very 
clear message to our young people. 

But I want to add something else 
that maybe the gentleman has not 
thought much about. It is also a very 
clear message to the people of the Mid
dle East. Let us think about this. 

Here we are, we are going into the 
Middle East to supposedly help the peo
ple there, bring stability there, stop a 
tyrant there, and what model do we 
use? Violence. 

That is what they have been using for 
4,000 years. Family fights family, tribe 
fights tribe, on and on and on through 
the decades. You cannot go from Saudi 
Arabia to Israel, because one country 
does not think the other country 
exists. 

It is crazy. So the model that the 
President is bringing is this force. We 
have another model, and it worked, and 
it is called Camp David. 

When history is written, I say to you, 
my friends, if war breaks out here, the 
comparison between this President's 
use of "our strengths" and President 
Carter's use of our power and our 
strength will be compared, and Camp 
David sent a very strong message. That 

message was: If you put people in the 
room and they look each other in the 
eye and you close the door and you 
exert that kind of leadership as Amer
ica did then, there can be peace even 
between the most hated of enemies. 

So what a moment for us to use this 
Camp David model. 

We stopped Saddam Hussein at the 
Saudi line. Fine. Let us do the rest of 
the job in the right way and send the 
right signal, the correct signal, to our 
young people and to the people of the 
Middle East who have so much agony 
in their lives. 

Finally, let me close and tell you 
this: As our 26 colleagues got on the 
plane, we had a 15-hour flight and we 
stopped at Shannon Air Force Base to 
refuel on our way back to Washington. 
We pulled along the runway, and there 
is a sign that has been lit up with 
lights, and it says, "Welcome to Ire
land. Peace on Earth.'' 
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Mr. Speaker, as I looked at all my 

colleagues on the plane, we had seen 
such weapons of death, we had seen the 
beautiful faces of our kids, and I 
thought, "Please let those words come 
true now.'' 

I yield briefly to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DELLUMS]. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, there is 
something else I wanted to say. I want 
to thank the gentlewoman for partici
pating in the lawsuit that we brought, 
and we recognized that, when we 
brought the lawsuit in the court, that 
this was a long shot, but that things 
were moving so quickly that we said, 
"Wait a minute. All the newscasts 
seem to be conditioning American peo
ple to think that war is inevitable 
here, that the President is just going 
to take us to war, that by the 15th or 
16th we're just going to war," and prob
ably well up into the 80th or 90th per
centile said, "There's no way we can 
stop this," and we said, "Wait a 
minute." 

With all due respect, the President is 
our President, but the President is 
President Bush, not King George, and 
the President must operate within the 
framework of a constitutional form of 
Government. 

Article I, section 8, paragraph 11, of 
the Constitution is very straight
forward, that Congress shall have the 
right to wage war, to declare war, and 
article II, section 2, gives the President 
certain powers and prerogatives as the 
Chief Executive Officer of the country. 
But he can carry out war once the pol
icy is established. It does not give the 
President that power. 

The Framers of the Constitution, in 
that sense, were brilliant people be
cause they said that war is too incred
ible an event to allow one person to 
walk us there. They said that should be 
something that the American people 
participate in, and we set up a form of 

government that gives them represen
tation. 

So, while the judge was not prepared 
to enjoin, the judge in that case, he did 
say unequivocally that the Congress 
and the Congress alone has the right to 
declare war. He said in his ruling that 
he was not prepared, that the court was 
not prepared, to read out of the Con
stitution article I, section 8. He said he 
disagreed with the administration 
when the administration's argument 
before the court was the President has 
the right to define war. The court said, 
"No, because then you reduce the con
gressional constitutional authority to 
a semantical definition by the Presi
dent." 

"Well, this is not a war. We call it of
fensive action, police action." 

And so the judge underscored that we 
have the right, and I would go further 
and say we have the moral obligation, 
to involve ourselves in this decision. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 
gentlewoman from California [Mrs. 
BOXER] for enjoining in that lawsuit. 

Sometime over the next few days the 
Congress of the United States, this in
stitution, is going to be confronted 
with the Bennett-Durbin resolution 
which is very straightforward. Are 
warmaking powers invested in the Con
gress? And that, if the President seeks 
to use force to wage war against Iraq, 
he must come to the Congress, and I 
think that the overwhelming majority; 
I would think that 435 Members of Con
gress, would vote to uphold the Con
stitution of the Nation, but I am not a 
fool, or knave, and I understand that 
that will not happen, and I would like 
to hope and believe that it will indeed 
pass. Then the responsibility is on the 
President and the Congress to deal 
with this issue as clearly and as clean
ly as possible, and I hope that the al
ternative to the President's desire to 
use force in the Persian Gulf would pre
vail, and I thank the gentlewoman. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DELLUMS]. 

I see that the time has gone. I hope 
the American people join us in this de
bate. We need their help. 

IS IT REALLY WORTH THEIR 
LIVES? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL
EXANDER). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. MILLER] is recognized for 60 
minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to thank my col
leagues who have already joined in this 
debate for taking their time, for mak
ing an attempt to educate the country 
about what this institution is getting 
ready to do in terms of giving 
warmaking powers to the President or 
not giving warmaking powers to the 
President to engage in offensive ac-
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tions in the Middle East, and I want to 
thank the gentlewoman from Califor
nia [Mrs. BOXER], the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DELLUMS], and the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. DOWNEY] 
who have already participated, and I 
would hope that others would partici
pate that wish to debate this issue. 

I, like my colleague who was just in 
the well, the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Mrs. BOXER], have returned 
from a trip to the Middle East, to 
Saudi Arabia, to Israel, and to Egypt, 
where we had an opportunity to meet 
with heads of government, with various 
ministers within those countries, to 
try to assess the situation, and most of 
all to talk with our soldiers. 

Mr. Speaker, I must tell my col
leagues how deeply impressed I was 
with our soldiers as we talked to them 
during meals and at their stations in 
Saudi Arabia, how proud I was of their 
understanding that this is their mis
sion should the decision be made in the 
Congress. This is something they will 
have to do. Not that they liked it, not 
that they agree with it. But it was a 
certain maturity about that, but also a 
certain sadness because I remember, as 
we visited an A-15 Tactical Wing, I 
talked to a young man who was in 
charge of ordnance and a number of pi
lots, and they told me all about the 
aircraft, and what they thought they 
were capable of doing, and how proud 
they were and how ready they felt they 
were. 

Mr. Speaker, after a little while I got 
back on the bus as we were getting 
ready to leave, and I was looking out 
the window, and there must have be.en 
40 or 50 young soldiers, and they had all 
of the exuberance, all of the cheer, all 
of the laughter that young people have, 
the excitement, and I thought how ter
rible it would be if in a short time their 
lives were lost and how critical it is for 
this Nation and this Congress to exam
ine the premise under which we might 
put their lives in harm's way, that we 
might in fact take their lives, how we 
must try to understand is it really 
worth their lives and so many others? 
And can we make that decision with
out full debate? 

Fortunately, Mr. Speaker, this body 
is given the privilege of debating these 
issues. We, as many heard already, 
were involved in a lawsuit to try to in
sure that right and that privilege, the 
privilege for us to debate them, the 
right of our constituents to have us de
bate those, to debate the issues of war 
and peace, no matter which side we 
were on. But it is something that this 
Congress must do. 

It is also the meeting of our constitu
tional obligations because the Con
stitution clearly gives us that author
ity in spite of what the President says, 
whether he likes it or does not like it, 
and the authority is clear. 

Mr. Speaker, the Framers of the Con
stitution said they wanted this to be a 

difficult decision. Saddam Hussein did 
not have to check with anybody when 
he took hundreds of thousands of his 
young soldiers and had them die in the 
Iranian desert. The Ayatollah Kho
meini did not have to check with any
body or debate. But this is not a dicta
torship. This is not a theocracy. This is 
a democracy, and it is hard to make de
cisions, and people are to be involved 
in those decisions. 

We say we are the people's House. 
Each of us represents some 600,000 
Americans. We now represent families 
who have members of their family 
overseas, young men who are on the 
front line, young women who are on 
the front line. Today, when we send a 
soldier to the Middle East, when we 
talk to them on station, when they tell 
us they are moving to the front, that 
they are going north, we are not just 
talking to a young man or a young 
woman. We are talking to a mother of 
several children. We are talking to a 
sister, to a wife, to a daughter. We are 
talking to a son and to a father. We are 
talking to a husband and a brother. 

So, when my colleagues and the 
President and others suggest that this 
will be a neat little war, maybe 7 days, 
maybe 5 days, maybe 72 hours of heavy 
bombing, that the casualties will be ac
ceptable; acceptable to who? Accept
able to who? To the brothers? To the 
sisters? To the husbands? To the wives? 
Will it be acceptable to them? The cas
ualties will be far beyond the 5,000 be
cause those soldiers do not live alone. 
They live in our communities, and they 
are among our families. 
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They represent our colleagues here. 

We traveled with KIKA DE LA GARZA, 
and we saw one of our senior Members 
who went to visit with his son, a sur
geon in Saudi Arabia, who, like so 
many others, was now starting to move 
forward. We had to watch as he bid his 
son goodbye, and as we came home on 
the airplane we all thought about KIKA 
and wondered how must he feel, know
ing what we know and knowing what 
we have been told. How difficult that 
must be. 

But that is difficult for every family, 
and that is what we have got to re
member. We like to get into euphe
misms, we like to get into abstractions 
in this body. We cannot do that. We are 
talking about America's young men 
and women. We are talking about 
human lives. That is what this debate 
is about. That is why it is so terribly 
important that we have it and that we 
do not do the political thing. The 
smart political thing is to just let the 
President do whatever he feels like 
doing, and then if he is successful, we 
will clap our hands, but then if he fails, 
we will say that he made the wrong de
cision. 

But our obligation is to take part in 
that decision, not only because we 

think we should but because the Con
stitution demands that we do. 

I think we also have got to under
stand this: What is it that America has 
already done? Let us remember that 
the Kuwaitis chose not to have much of 
an Army because apparently the Ku
waitis do not really enjoy manual 
labor. They spent a lot of money. They 
bought some very sophisticated equip
ment. But on the night of August 2 
Saddam Hussein did not take some of 
his tanks off the trucks because they 
just drove unfettered into Kuwait City. 
They chose not to fight. The only thing 
Saddam Hussein's forces saw in Kuwait 
City was the taillights of cars heading 
for Saudi Arabia. 

The Saudis have chosen not to have 
an army because they say the princes 
like to fly airplanes and they really do 
not like the drudgery. The people do 
not like the drudgery of military serv
ice. So they have spent billions and bil
lions of dollars buying sophisticated 
equipment, but apparently they cannot 
defend their country. They have chosen 
not to do that, and now it is the burden 
of American men and women to die to 
defend their countries. Under some cir
cumstances that may be the right deci
sion. I do not happen to believe it is 
the right decision now. 

We have risked our economy because 
we went there and the President prop
erly made a decision that that aggres
sion had to be stopped, and if the infor
mation led us to the conclusion that 
Saddam Hussein was going to go to 
Saudi Arabia, then that had to be 
stopped. 

We risked our people's lives, the lives 
of our young men and women. We en
gaged and the President put together
and he is to be commended for it-an 
international coalition to create an 
embargo and to create sanctions, em
bargoes and sanctions like we have not 
seen in recent decades. We risked our 
budget because we were told last week 
that it is $30 billion without fighting. 
Some people say it is a billion dollars 
a day or a billion dollars a week with 
fighting. 

America has risked a great deal to 
try to restore stability, to stop the 
naked aggression. What many of us 
would ask is that others who have an 
even greater stake risk along with us. 

In our meetings with Egyptian offi
cials, one of them said to us, "Well, 
you have to take military action right 
away. You have to get rid of Saddam 
Hussein because if you don't, the peo
ple will think that we are not deter
mined to get rid of him." 

I said to him, "If you are so deter
mined, why don't you come and fight 
him with us in Iraq and in Kuwait?" 

"Oh," he said, "we would be forbid
den. With the Arab Council or the com
mand we are under, we can't go there." 

Some people have suggested they will 
fight in Kuwait but they will not fight 
in Iraq. Will that make a difference to 
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the young American soldier who is 
dead in Kuwait? Will he feel better or 
will she feel better or will their fami
lies feel better knowing that the Egyp
tians may or may not fight in Iraq? 

We are told that the Syrians will not 
fight, period. I do not know whether 
they will or not. I certainly would like 
to be able to tell our soldiers whether 
they will or whether they will not. We 
are told that perhaps the French will 
not engage in it or help us-the 
French, without whom Saddam Hus
sein would not have many of the weap
ons that he aims at American soldiers 
today, without whom Saddam Hussein 
would not be well on his way to nuclear 
weapons. 

So let us look at our coalition, our 
coalition that will not risk their treas
ures, their citizens, or their soldiers, 
and yet their fingerprints are all over 
the crisis, a coalition many of whom 
had to be paid before they participated, 
the Egyptians, we were told, maybe as 
much as $16 billion to $20 billion. As far 
as Syria is concerned, I thought they 
were an outlaw state that engaged in 
terrorism, but now they are our allies. 
They wanted $2 billion so they could 
buy more weapons, so they could be
come even more dangerous in the re
gion. But that was OK. 

We are told that we do not have to 
debate this because the United Nations 
has acted. I can remember a few 
months ago we would not take family 
planning advice from the United Na
tions, but now we are going to let the 
United Nations tell us whether or not 
American young men and women must 
die. For most of them in the United 
Nations who voted, most of them have 
nothing in this region, nothing at 
stake, but they were willing to· hold 
our coats and tell us to go ahead. 

I think we have got to raise these is
sues over the next 3 days. I think the 
American public is entitled to know 
the circumstances by which we got 
there. 

It was said here earlier than many of 
us were trying to get a grain embargo 
against Iraq just before the invasion, 
and the administration was up here 
lobbying against it and telling us it 
would send the wrong signal to Saddam 
Hussein, because after all, he was our 
ally. 

I think we have got to understand 
that, that perhaps now we are asking 
American soliders to make up for some 
terrible mistakes, some terrible politi
cal mistakes that this Government has 
made prior to their assignment. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, since the 
gentleman has just been there, perhaps 
he can update us on whether or not 
.emergency measures have been taken 
in Saudi Arabia and in other countries. 
My understanding is that if you are to 

visit the major cities, you will still 
find the young princes driving around 
in their BMW's and Porsches, and they 
do not seem to have imposed a draft or 
any other emergency measure to de
fend the country. I would assume that 
is all changing at this point in time? 

Mr. MILLER of California. Yes and 
no. There is some indication that over 
a prolonged period of time, perhaps the 
Saudis are starting to raise an effective 
Army, but that still does not address 
itself to the current situation. But 
other than that, yes, life pretty much 
goes on as it did prior to this invasion. 
But again they have 400,000 young 
American men and women between 
them and harm's way. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. The gentleman ad
dressed very well, I think, the involve
ment of Syria, but I think we need to 
discuss the involvement of Syria fur
ther, because we have to realize that in 
good part, certainly the French con
tributed to the Iraq military capabili
ties and have encouraged them. But it 
is also the policy of the Bush-Reagan 
administrations in the United States 
to see Iraq as a bulwark against the 
Iranians, and that has enhanced their 
status and their power in the region. In 
fact, my recollection is that it was Iraq 
that launched the war against Iran, 
and the United States said nothing. It 
was Iraq that first used poison gas, in 
violation of all international conven
tions, and the United States said noth
ing. 

It was Iraq that blew up the U.S.S. 
Stark and killed the sailors, and then 
they said, "We are sorry, but you can't 
interview our pilot because it was a 
mistake and we can't let you interview 
that pilot." We accepted their apology. 
We did not insist, even though credible 
military experts said that it could not 
have been a mistake, that that plane 
was not equipped to inflict the damage 
that plane inflicted. 
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There was more than one plane, or 

the plane was specially equipped. Yet 
we did not insist, and finally they used 
poison gas against their own people, 
the Kurds, and that was the last straw 
here in the Congress. We began a de
bate in July to cut off economic and 
food assistance to Iraq, but that was 
opposed by the Bush administration, 
by the Secretary of State, and by the 
President. 

Then there was a puzzling conversa
tion. 

Mr. MILLER of California. I think 
also the record will show that one of 
the reasons we were engaged in that at
tempt to cut off that assistance was 
that they were taking food aid and 
using the money to buy weapons, con
trary to the law. But again, the admin
istration told the committees of this 
Congress, "You can't look at this. We 
don't want you to raise this subject, 
because, after all, they are our allies." 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Then there was the 
puzzling conversation of Ambassador 
Gaspie with Saddam Hussein as re
ported in a transcript revealed by the 
New York Times. I have asked Sec
retary Baker if he could either confirm 
or deny this because it is so troubling, 
and if we are going to engage in this 
debate we need to know what went be
fore. But I will give just one quote, and 
we can take any one of a number of 
quotes. 

Ambassador Glaspie to Saddam Hus
sein: 

We have no opinion on the Arab-Arab con
flict, like your border disagreement with Ku
wait. I was in the American Embassy in Ku
wait during the late sixties. The instruction 
we had during this period was that we should 
express no opinion on this issue and that the 
issue is not associated with America. James 
Baker has directed our official spokesmen to 
emphasize this instruction. We hope you can 
solve this problem using any suitable meth
ods. 

If we were prepared 8 days later to go 
to war because of the movement of 
troops into Kuwait, I think that Am
bassador Glaspie might have expressed 
herself or the concerns of the U.S. Gov
ernment just a tad differently than in 
this transcript. I hope it is an inac
curate transcript. 

Mr. MILLER of California. I find it 
interesting. I think the gentleman 
raises an important point, that we 
have been told, the world has been told 
and the American people have been 
told that there can be no negotiations, 
and yet we have spent a decade nego
tiating with Saddam Hussein. Those 
negotiations only led him to be more 
powerful, better equipped and more 
dangerous to the region, and this ad
ministration that negotiated with him 
now suggests that somehow it would be 
unseemly if they negotiated with him 
again. 

So rather than do that, they will cre
ate the atmosphere for what is surely 
going to be negotiations down the road 
by killing thousands of young Ameri
cans, quite possibly. That is what we 
have to remember, that there is a long 
history of this administration and the 
previous administration negotiating 
with Saddam Hussein. And we have to 
remember that again before we ask 
young Americans to give up their life 
for the position of this administration. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. If the gentleman will 
yield further, now it appears that we 
are lurching toward embracing perhaps 
the one worst terrorist nation in the 
world or in the region, and that is 
Syria, and Hafiz Asad, who is at least 
complicit in the murder of 240 marines 
in Lebanon, and in the downing of Pan 
Am Flight 103 and various other terror
ist actions, and at least he harbors 
those responsible, and yet his enemy is 
our enemy and therefore we can make 
a common cause and put these things 
behind us. 

I thought that the laws of the United 
States precluded us from extending any 
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aid or in any way cooperating with na
tions that are still on the terrorist list, 
and it is my understanding that Syria 
is still on that list of nations that are 
engaged in terrorist activities. And if 
we think about what is the long-term 
effect here, we have embraced Iraq to 
counter Iran. Now we are embracing 
Syria to counter Iraq. After we decapi
tate Iraq in this war, if that is what 
happens, what then is next in the re
gion? How do we instill a new govern
ment in Iraq? How do we balance the 
forces in the region? Will we have to 
occupy Iraq? Will we have to defend 
Iraq against Syria or Turkey or Iran in 
the near future in order to gain so
called or restore so-called balance in 
the region? I wonder what the long
term policy objective is of the United 
States, and I hope perhaps that was 
made clearer to the gentleman than it 
has been made to me in recent months, 
or perhaps during his trip, or perhaps 
there was some gem of a plan that was 
revealed by your meeting with some of 
the other heads of state in the region. 

Mr. DOWNEY. I would like to re
spond to the gentleman. I was on the 
trip as well, and in Egypt we did get 
some hint of what the American role 
was. They want us to do the fighting 
and then get lost. They are paranoid. 
They think if we do not go to war right 
away that our grand design is to stay 
there as though this was some sort of a 
vacation spot for our troops, and dic
tate where the oil might flow over the 
next couple of months and years. 

So it was clear to me that we are 
serving the ageless capacity of a mer
cenary force, as the gentleman from 
California suggested, for other people 
who are incapable, unwilling, or unable 
to defend themselves. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to 
the gentlewoman from Colorado. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, one 
other thing that I was interested in 
hearing about the gentleman's trip, 
when I listened to the other side that is 
arguing for this declaration of war that 
the President wants, they are saying if 
we do not do this now, the coalition 
will fall apart. I also hear the gen
tleman saying maybe the coalition is 
going to fall apart if we do it, and this 
coalition is really, really shaky, and 
we are reacting in our own best inter
est rather than some long-term thing. 

But I thought the gentleman was 
going right to the point of one of the 
major arguments made by those who 
are backing the President, and that is 
we do not have time to negotiate, we 
cannot talk any more, we cannot, and 
if we do not do this right now these 
wonderful allies are all going to dis
appear. 

Mr. MILLER of California. I think 
the gentlewoman raises a very crucial 
point because she is right. The admin
istration is selling the notion that if 
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we do not act now the coalition will 
fall apart. We were given very substan
tial evidence on our trip to the Middle 
East that when we do act much of the 
coalition will not act with this. 

Now let us reverse it. Let us ask the 
flip side. If we do not act right awa.y, if 
we go for another 6 months or another 
year, what is 'it that this coalition will 
do? 

Now we have decided that Saddam 
Hussein is a world class criminal. But 
this coalition apparently will now start 
engaging in commerce. Apparently the 
French will want to get right back in 
there and start selling nuclear triggers 
to Saddam Hussein. The Germans will 
want to send their scientists, let their 
companies trade with him. Is the gen
tlewoman telling me that is what 
American lives are worth, that the coa
lition will not fight with us, but should 
we decide to tough it out, because we 
do not want to expend American life, 
the coalition will start undermining 
us, that the Saudis who we are protect
ing will engage in arrangements? We 
are the ones keeping the wolf away 
from the door. Is the gentlewoman tell
ing me that somehow the Egyptians, 
whose tail we are saving, will now start 
making arrangements, that the Ger
mans will engage in commerce, that 
the Japanese will start engaging in fi
nancial transactions? This is our coali
tion? They are telling us if we do not 
make a snap decision to kill American 
boys, to kill American women, that 
they want to go back to the old world 
order where they engage in this kind of 
commerce? These are our allies? 

That cannot be. That cannot be. 
George Bush would not make that kind 
of a coalition. That cannot be. Is that 
why we are rushing to war, because 
somebody will decide? We were told 
when we were in the Middle East that 
there are American contractors who 
are waiting and trying to bid on the re
building of Saddam Hussein's heli
copters after the war. Talk about patri
otism, talk about the waste of lives. 

I yield to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Admiral Crowe testi
fied in the Senate on this point. He 
said: 

I cannot understand why some consider our 
international alliance strong enough to con
duct intense hostilities, but too fragile to 
hold together while we attempt to seek a 
peaceful solution. 

I think that speaks for itself. 
But more importantly is the support 

of the Egyptians and the Saudis. I 
think there are only two potential 
weak links in this coalition. I do not 
think anybody expects our European 
friends to suddenly decide to under
mine the coalition. In the case of the 
Egyptians, they have been the recipi
ents of $20 billion in aid since they sent 
their two divisions into the desert. The 
Syrians have received $2 billion in aid 
from the Saudis. So this coalition 

building has been profitable for the two 
weakest links in the coalition chain, 
and I dare say that there is not a shred 
of evidence to suggest that the coali
tion is going to be dismembered, on top 
of which the other point that is made 
incessantly here is that the presence of 
American troops undermines Saudi 
Arabia. 
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Yes, we undermine a feudal state 
with the off-chance that we might have 
to drag it kicking and screaming into 
the 20th century. That was directly 
contradicted by one of the generals 
who briefed us who suggested to us 
that the Saudis at the working-class 
level have been excited, involved and 
happy to work with the American 
forces there, and that there has not 
been the sort of tension, distrust and 
problems that other people have sug
gested. 

So I would put to rest this argument 
of a coalition fragility based on the 
facts, based on what we saw and based 
on the rationale that this coalition has 
no place else to go. If we do not pull 
their chestnuts out of the fire, they are 
in serious trouble. 

Mrs. BOXER. If the gentlemen will 
yield, why would this coalition break 
up? They are not doing anything of 
substance. They are not risking their 
treasure in the form of their kids or 
their dollars. The gentleman talks 
about the Europeans. 

Let us take a look at this chart. The 
Europeans, the Nether lands gets 100 
percent of its oil from the Persian Gulf, 
no ground troops; Japan, 63 percent, no 
ground troops; Spain, 59 percent of its 
oil, no ground troops; Italy, 36 percent 
of its oil, no ground troops; Australia, 
22 percent of its oil, no ground troops. 
We get 11 percent of our oil. We have 
300,000 ground troops. 

I ask the Members: why would they 
leave the coalition? What a deal they 
have, and I must ask my colleague if he 
will, at this point, tell his colleagues 
the phrase he used during this trip to 
describe whether we were known as 
Uncle Sam or a new kind of uncle, be
cause otherwise I will have to put it in 
my words. 

Mr. MILLER of California. I think 
the gentlewoman raises a point. When 
we look at what America has sacrificed 
and what America has done today and 
what America would be prepared. to do 
tomorrow for stability in this region, 
and when we see what those who have 
so much more at risk in terms of their 
economies or the existence of their 
countries, what they have done com
pared to what we have done to date not 
counting the notion that we will now 
start losing American lives, I think it 
raises the question of whether we are 
Uncle Sam or we are Uncle Sucker, and 
I think that the gentlewoman makes a 
point. 
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In reality, this coalition has no other 

place to go, but should they decide to 
go somewhere else and to undermine 
the efforts of this President and this 
country, then they are not worthy of 
our support and clearly not worthy of 
the deaths of our young men and 
women in the Middle East. 

Either there will be a new world 
order where countries will hang to
gether to stop aggression by use of eco
nomics, by use of embargoes, by the 
use of negotiations, by taking all of 
our talents and our creativity and all 
of our might to solve this peacefully, 
or there will be an Old World order 
where Americans end up dead, our 
economy ends up broke, and our Gov
ernment deep in debt. 

George Bush is going to get to make 
the choice, and this Congress is going 
to get to make the choice, and I think 
that is the question: Uncle Sam or 
Uncle Sucker. The choice is the Con
gress'. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of California. I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
say to the gentleman that I commend 
him for the special order. 

I would like to recount a story told 
by one of our colleagues from the gen
tleman's own State of California who 
went to a meeting of NATO par
liamentarians, European Congressmen, 
so to speak, after our last election and 
before Thanksgiving. 

She confronted these parliamentar
ians asking them why their countries 
were not making a greater contribu
tion in terms of personnel or resources, 
and the response of the European par
liamentarians almost was incredulous. 
They said: 

Wait a minute, it is the United States that 
wants to be a military superpower. You are 
the ones who are expected to be doing this. 
We just want to be economic superpowers. 

I would suggest to the gentleman 
that in the long term that being a mili
tary superpower and all that that en
tails is a recipe for disaster for our 
economy and our future. 

While the gentleman was on his trip, 
our Committee on the Budget asked 
the Secretary of Defense and the Sec
retary of State to appear before the 
House Committee on the Budget to 
outline the exact cost of Operation 
Desert Shield and what our allies were 
going to contribute. I am sorry to re
port that the State Department and 
the Department of Defense refused to 
attend that hearing, but other experts 
came and said that we will spend in the 
first year at least $31 billion for Oper
ation Desert Shield if fighting does not 
break out. 

As the gentleman from California can 
remember, that $31 billion plus interest 
is exactly what we were planning on 
saving this year because of that tor-

tured budget agreement which we 
agreed to just a few weeks ago. 

The sad part of the situation is that 
with very few exceptions our allies are 
sending checks, America is sending its 
children to fight in Operation Desert 
Shield, and we can discuss at length 
the cost in terms of dollars to the 
American taxpayer, but that is almost 
irrelevant in comparison to what we 
are really standing to sacrifice if we do 
wage war. 

What we are standing to sacrifice are 
the lives of a lot of young men and 
women. I might say that I have been 
troubled by one particular disclosure 
over the last several weeks more than 
any. 

Several Senators returned from the 
Persian Gulf area and reported that the 
war would be over in 5 days. One of my 
colleagues from the State of Illinois 
said, "No, it will be over in 4 days. I 
think there will only be 20 casual ties.'' 
Just the day before yesterday the 
chairman of our Committee on Armad 
Services issued a report saying that he 
thought this was going to be a new 
war, that in fact would have light cas
ual ties. I do not know if this is waging 
war in the age of microwaves or what, 
but the idea is it is going to be a quick 
war, and not too many people get 
killed, and it will be over very quickly. 

I would say that that is really a sad 
commentary, that many of these peo
ple are not leveling with the American 
people about the scope of the disaster 
that may lie ahead for victory. 

Mr. MILLER of California. We had an 
opportunity to discuss this with Israeli 
intelligence, and as the gentleman 
knows, they have been involved unfor
tunately in a number of wars in the 
Middle East in this area of the world, 
and they have obviously monitored 
wars that have taken place between 
Arab nations in this part of the world. 

When we told him about the analysis 
suggesting that this war would be over 
in perhaps 5 days, or after extended 
massive bombing, that that would pret
ty much be the end of it, he said he did 
not think so. He said, in fact, there is 
no precedent in military history, and 
he said that also recognizing that we 
have not seen this kind of buildup in 
armaments and technology and so 
forth. 

But he wanted to be very clear with 
us that we should not be working off 
the :Premise that this will be a neat, 
clean, little war in a matter of days. 

Mr. DURBIN. Concluding very brief
ly, I will just say that those who have 
been spreading this information around 
about how few casualties are at risk 
even if the United States prevails do a 
great disservice to the American peo
ple. They have to be told the facts as 
we understand them, that if this turns 
out to be a land war of any proportion 
that we could stand to lose literally 
thousands of American lives, and that 
should be the very basis and the fun-

damental questions which we ask first 
before this Congress makes a decision 
as to whether or not we will declare 
war. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. MILLER of California. I am 

happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman yielding, and I 
want to associate myself with the re
marks of my colleagues who have been, 
I think, asking and raising some very 
important questions and points in this 
debate on our actions and proposals in 
the · Middle East, especially the gen
tleman from California and others who 
have just returned. 

In fact, of course, the armed forces 
arrayed in Saudi Arabia and Kuwait 
and Iraq today are the largest con
centration of ground forces since World 
War II that have been arrayed against 
one another, and so lest anyone have 
any questions or doubts about what the 
consequences will be if there were an 
absolute confrontation between those 
forces, I think added to that, the weap
ons of 1990, not the weapons of 1940, 
which unfortunately are much more ef
fective in terms of what their impact is 
on those troops and on those people in 
that region. 

I think we have a very important 
point in history. One can only specu
late, in fact, and my colleagues and I 
have asked questions of the Secretary 
of Defense concerning the number of 
casualties, U.S. casualties, that might 
occur, and in each instance when I 
have been present and those questions 
have been raised and when I have read 
of those questions in the news media 
by virtue of the responses from the 
Secretary of Defense and the Secretary 
of State they have deferred to answer 
those questions. They would not specu
late. They would not answer those 
questions. So I think they would be 
quite significant. 

I know colleagues have raised ques
tions about surgical aerial strikes. We 
have had some examples of that in Gre
nada in terms of the accuracy of those 
types of strikes when they bombed hos
pitals for the mentally ill, and they did 
not do it viciously, they did not do it 
intentionally, but those are the types 
of limitations that exist even with 
these types of modern weapons. 

I would like to raise one more point, 
and that is, I think, one of the critical 
points, and that is the point of timing 
in the January 15 deadline. 

True, this is a construct that has 
been created by the administration, by 
our allies, and by others. It is not a 
construct that we need to endorse in 
terms of effectively dealing with at
taining the objectives or goals in the 
Middle East with regard to the removal 
of Iraq from Kuwait. 
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Indeed, some of the goals that have 
been outlined with the threat of force 
have been achieved. I firmly believe, of 
course, that the continued imposition 
and stand of sanctions, of the blockade, 
of diplomacy, and of course, the defen
sive deployment of some troops, wheth
er or not we need the number of troops, 
of course, is another matter will work; 
but this sort of concept or construct of 
a window of opportunity, which is gen
erally dictated to us by others, by our 
so-called coalition of support, is an in
teresting one because there are reli
gious holidays, because traditionally 
there has been animosity between the 
various individuals in the coalition. It 
seems to me not just that the sanc
tions would work, but that if we are 
really trying to demonstrate a new 
means in terms of solving problems 
like this that I think are going to con
tinue to occur in the future, that it 
would be well for us to try to begin to 
work and demonstrate that, yes, the 
Syrians and many other countries that 
are involved in this have to dem
onstrate some discipline in terms of 
staying the course. 

I do not think we do ourselves a serv
ice simply by recognizing and giving in 
to that, rather than building the type 
of stick-to-it-iveness that is necessary 
in order to solve this problem. 

Finally, I would just add briefly, and 
I know other Members want to talk 
and I appreciate the opportunity to ad
dress this, and this is the whole ques
tion of this new world order and what 
it is going to be like. 

You know, one of the sad realities of 
the 1990's is that indeed small coun
tries, Iraq with some less than 20 mil
lion population now has arrayed the 
fourth largest army with an impress! ve 
arsenal of weapons, but many other 
countries now have the capability to 
gain conventional arms, surface-to-sur
face missiles, surface-to-air missiles, a 
whole host of armaments that can in
deed cause them to threaten the so
called superpowers, threaten a country 
like ours, or like the Soviet Union or 
other countries that have been consid
ered to be part of the first or second 
world. So these Third World countries 
coming of age, we just as a nation and 
as a participant in the global govern
ment structures that we have, have to 
find a means to deal with these prob
l ems other than just the military op
tion. 

I suggest some of them are inherent 
in the approach we are taking here. 
Maybe the threat of military force cer
tainly is one of them but the use of it 
has to be in proportion to the nature of 
the problem. I think that proportion
ality is very important. 

The first question, we raised many 
questions about the cost of this, who is 
doing their part and who is not, but the 
first question in this should be the 
moral question. Yes, it is American 

lives, but we are literally talking about 
hundreds of thousands of other lives in 
the Middle East that will be lost and 
who will pick up the pieces, who will 
occupy Iraq, who will build these coun
tries back up? What will we have at
tained in terms of accomplishing that 
and how we address ourselves to the 
next Saddam Hussein that will be 
present someplace on this globe, an
other problem we have to solve, be
cause indeed we know today if it is our 
mis$ion as a nation to be the world's 
policeman, to play this particular role, 
that many of us are eager to play, that 
indeed we will be faced with this di
lemma again and again. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, will 

the gentleman yield? · 
Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to 

the gentlewoman from Colorado. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. I really want to 

thank the gentleman for his insight, 
and in a way I would kind of like to 
play Devil's Advocate, because I agree 
so much with the gentleman that I 
think maybe his just having come back 
from that region, maybe he can give 
me something else. 

I listened to all the arguments for 
why people should go for the Presi
dent's declaration of war this morning, 
and I think the gentleman has very ef
fectively undone them, the bit about 
well, the alliance will collapse if we do 
not go immediately. I think the gen
tleman pointed out they all could col
lapse and his is a very weak alliance 
and we do not know what it is. 

Obviously, the burden-sharing issues, 
obviously the constitutional issues; I 
do not think anybody in the world 
thinks it is a good idea to draw a date 
and say, "OK, if it isn't done by then, 
we go to war.'' 

And certainly under the Constitution 
we are supposed to be there as a bal
ance to any one person doing some
thing crazy like setting a date. 

I also hear the gentleman talking 
about the vision thing. We know do
mestically the administration has been 
accused of not having a vision. The vi
sion thing has become kind of a joke 
for "Saturday Night Live"; but I really 
hear the gentleman saying, too, we 
have a vision thing problem inter
nationally. Is that correct, or is there 
something I am missing? 

Can the gentleman play Devil's Advo
cate and come up with any reason why 
someone should vote the other way? At 
this point I just do not get it. The gen
tleman very effectively knocked down 
everything that I heard this morning. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Well, I 
think the gentlewoman makes a good 
point, because I am not sure that this 
is a representative vision. I appreciate 
that it has been cloaked in the notion 
of a new world order, but I almost feel 
like David Letterman. What are the 10 
reasons why the United States is in the 
Middle East? 

We thought we were there to stop 
naked aggression. We have in fact done 
that. 

Some said earlier we were there to 
restore the Emir, but the American 
people said, "I don't want my children 
dying to restore the Emir of Kuwait 
and the royal family.'' 

We were later told that we had to go 
there and maybe start hostilities be
cause the President had had it. 

Then we were told by Secretary 
Baker that our children were going to 
die in the Middle East because it was 
American jobs. 

Then we were told, "Let's get sophis
ticated, America. This is about oil." 

Then the American people said they 
would pay a little bit more rather than 
kill their own kids. 

Then we said, "Well, it is about lower 
gas prices, because we know people are 
sensitive to that.'' And they said they 
would pay a little bit more rather than 
kill their kids. 

We are told that we now have to 
move because the President is out of 
patience. None of those have held up. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, if 
the gentleman will yield further, the 
only thing he left out was jobs. We 
were told it was jobs. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Jobs, you 
know. That is not going to work. 

Finally, they took a poll and they 
saw that Americans were upset about 
nuclear weapons, that Saddam Hussein 
might have nuclear weapons. 

One of the things we learned on our 
trip when we were told by Government 
officials, two very interesting points, 
as again we go to risk our most valu
able assets-our mothers and fathers, 
daughters, sons, and brothers and sis
ters. 

We were told that without the help of 
the European community, Saddam 
Hussein could not be as far along the 
road to nuclear weapons as he is today, 
but that he cannot complete the nu
clear weapons circle without additional 
help by the European community. 

Has the President asked the Euro
peans to take the pledge that they will 
not help Saddam Hussein get the nu
clear weapons? I have not seen that. 

So we are apparently willing to risk 
nothing. The President has not asked 
Americans for a single sacrifice. He has 
not asked us to drive less. He has not 
asked us to stay home on a Friday 
night to save oil or to save energy or to 
help our economy, but he is fully pre
pared to put 5,000 or 10,000 American 
casualties on the line. 

I think the test for us will be in a 
constitutional sense and in a legal 
sense when we vote over the next cou
ple of days, what is the compelling rea
son that this administration gave you 
as a Member of Congress that you 
voted to send young men and women to 
war, a declaration of war? 

Forget the euphemisms about sup
porting the U.N. resolution. The United 
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Nations will not go to war. American 
men and women will go to war. The 
United Nations will not live in the 
desert. American men and women will 
live in the desert. The United Nations 
will not go broke financing this war. 
American taxpayers will. The U.N. 
economy will not suffer. The American 
economy will suffer. 

So there had better be a very, very 
compelling reason why the Congress of 
the United States would vote to go to 
war. 

I think as the gentlewoman from Col
orado has pointed out, we have listened 
to reasons for 5 months. They have 
changed reasons more than I have 
changed my clothes. None of them have 
held up in front of the American pub
lic, other than trying to scare them, 
because when you take apart their ar
guments, they do not hold up. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, if 
the gentleman will yield further, one of 
the issues we hear so much about is the 
comparison between this situation 
where the gentleman has just come 
back from and 1939 when Hitler was 
rolling through. Was there anyone in 
that region that really felt Saddam 
Hussein was ready to roll some more? 
Did they really think that this was 
like Hitler? Did they really think he 
had not been stopped adequately? My 
impression is he got totally stopped. 
This is it, and no one thinks he is going 
to go an inch further, and the question 
is now how we push him back. 

0 1520 
Mr. MILLER of California. I think 

the point was that people believed 
that, left to his own, yes, we would, but 
he has not been left to his own. We are 
watching one of the most effective em
bargoes and program of sanctions in 
modern times. We clearly have been 
willing to send American troops, mili
tary equipment, aircraft carriers, to 
stop him. He has been stopped. So, no, 
nobody was suggesting that he is now 
just going to leap forward again. No
body believes for a moment that that is 
what it is. 

I think it is important that every
body understands that if the coalition 
truly works together, Saddam Hussein 
cannot roll like Hitler rolled in 1939. 
This is not 1939. That was a very clever 
analogy to whip up the press. They 
spent a great deal of time trying to 
find some comparisons and get the 
American public rolling. 

It is not the reality of the situation, 
period. It is not to minimize the danger 
of Saddam Hussein or his wickedness 
or his evilness, but it is not to suggest 
that this is an analogous situation. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. MOODY. I think, in fact, the case 
is even stronger. Had we-had the 
world done to Adolf Hitler what the 
world is now doing to Saddam Hussein, 

he would have collapsed very, very 
quickly. 

Mr. MILLER of California. The gen
tleman is right. Our country was trad
ing with Mussolini when he went to 
North Africa. There was no embargo. 
. Mr. MOODY. Right. This embargo, 

this embargo, these sets of sanctions 
which are now being decried by the ad
ministration as inadequate, have cut 
the national income of Saddam Hus
sein's country in half. 

This country is in a state of agita
tion because we may suffer a 2-percent 
loss in our GNP. Can you imagine the 
status around here if our income was 
cut at the rate of 50 percent instead of 
2 percent? 

Not only that, 70 percent of the food 
imports, of the foodstuffs are imported 
into that country. And almost all of 
the spare parts, and military capacity, 
which is degrading. The Hitler analo
gies are totally absured. Had this world 
done half of-if the world had done one
tenth to Hitler what it is doing to Sad
dam Hussein, Hitler would have been 
stopped. Instead, the world went on 
with business as usual. 

I have a couple of more points that I 
would like to make later on. 

Mr. MILLER of California. The gen
tleman has made a very important 
point. 

If you remember, one of the concerns 
of this administration was that the 
American people would not take kindly 
to or withstand or endure Iraqi chil
dren starving on CNN as the embargo 
began to work. Now we are being told 
that the embargo will not be held up 
because people are not starving. The 
point of the embargo was not to starve 
the Iraqi people. We believe many of 
them are victims of Saddam Hussein. 
The purpose of the embargo was to 
close down the Iraqi economy, to deny 
Saddam Hussein the replacement parts 
for his warmaking machine and to en
gage in the suffering of his economy. 

All of the evidence suggests that that 
in fact is happening. But because we 
see oranges in the marketplace on 
CNN, we say we must abandon it. 

Our generals told us the simple fact 
of the T-72, Russian tanks, sitting in 
the desert under Saddam Hussein's 
control, the tanks are disintegrating 
by simply sitting there. His warmaking 
capacity is getting less day after day. 

Secretary Cheney told us that it al
ready has taken a toll on his air force. 
It will take its last toll on its soliders. 
But it was also suggested over the 
weekend that it was starting to take a 
toll on his mechanization. And that 
they will not be able to be as maneu
verable a month from now as they are 
today, they will not be able to service 
this warmaking machine. 

The sanctions are in fact working in 
a military and an economic sense. 
True, children are not starving. But 
should that really be the goal of this 

country? That children starve at the 
behest of Saddam Hussein? 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. MOODY. If the gentleman would 
yield, but children will die violently if 
the war begins. I think there is some
thing incompatible about an adminis
tration that says that we cannot have 
the sanctions because children will 
starve, in one minute and in the next 
one it is saying we are going to have a 
short, fast war because we are going to 
have saturation bombing. How can you 
say that we cannot let children starve, 
but it is all right to drop bombs in 
massive numbers in order to ensure a 
non-Vietnam result-a quick, sudden, 
overwhelming show of force that will 
engulf hundreds of thousands of civil
ians, including children? 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
the State of Washington. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. If the gentleman 
would yield for a question: All the lis
tening and all the reading I have done 
over the last few months I have not 
heard anybody talk about casualties 
beyond those who will die. When you 
were over there on the trip, did they 
talk at all about the effects on the 
American society and the psycho
logical injuries of this war? 

Mr. MILLER of California. No. Unfor
tunately, that has not been much of a 
discussion either there-I tried to 
make that point in my opening re
marks, that apparently now we are ar
riving at a conclusion rapidly that 5,000 
dead American soliders is aceptable. 
The point is that those 5,000 are mem
bers of families and that the ripple ef
fect for our society is going to be much 
greater than that in terms of the na
tional tragedy. 

Clearly, that was not-when we dis
cussed it with the Israelis, they sug
gested that, you know, that was within 
the realm of possibility but they ex
pected the war to be longer and not to 
be as neat as that scenario. Then you 
had to discuss the wounded, those that 
would return without arms or without 
legs, blinded, imparied in other ways, 
as we saw from Vietnam. 

So this will not be neat. The Con
gress ought not to get tricked into the 
belief that we will not be responsible 
for the sanctions. 

Mr. McDERMOTT. That really is the 
point of my question. Most people, 
when they talk about this war, want to 
analogize either to Hitler or to Viet
nam. The administration always dis
misses the analogy of a Vietnam. They 
say it is not a jungle, it is a desert. 

But the real analogy, from my per
sonal experience, is that this is a war 
where a President is trying to take the 
country into a war when the people are 
not united behind him. That is what 
happened in Vietnam. 

In my experience-I spent 2 years of 
my life when, I was never going to be 
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in politics, I was going to spend my 
time in academic medicine. Well, I 
wound up being down in Long Beach, at 
the Long Beach Naval Station, taking 
care of casualties coming out of Viet
nam. They were marines and sailors 
who were in those reverine boats. And 
they came home to a country that did 
not respect what they had done, that 
questioned what they had done, that 
said-they raised questions about ev
erything about that war. 

Each morning, I would get up and 
read the Los Angeles Times, and this 
would say, "We are winning the war." 

Then I would go over and talk to the 
marines just back from Vietnam who 
would say, "It is all a lie, all the num
bers a lie. The leaders are lying. We are 
not winning; we are losing." And the 
effects of that we are living with in 
this country right now. 

No one, in talking about this war, is 
willing to talk about drugs, the home
lessness, the prisons that are filled. 

We lost in this country more Viet
nam veterans by suicide than were 
killed . there. There have been more 
than 60,000 Vietnam veterans who have 
committed suicide. 

Now, those are the kind of effects 
that this administration refuses to 
bring out into the open and discuss be
fore you start a war where the Amer
ican people are divided. 

I think that in many ways it is easi
er, in some ways, for people to have 
died in Vietnam than to have come 
back and lived. 

This administration refuses to talk 
about what it is going to do to the 
American society if we go in divided. 

I think it is crucial that the gentle
man's trip was made, that he is raising 
his voice in this special order, to make 
the American people think about the 
broader issues, because it is not simply 
body bags. 

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to 
the gentlewoman from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. I would just say to my 
friend from Washington that he has 
made a great contribution because as a 
physician he knows what war really 
means in a perspective very different 
than most of us. I want to add another 
point, having come back from the Per
sian Gulf: This conflict, if you will, 
war, will have a different kind of cas
ualty, as the gentleman has stated, my 
good friend from California. There are 
families there, there are whole families 
over there. Husbands and wives are 
over there, they have left children at 
home. In one case, the general who was 
briefing us on deployment has two of 
his kids coming over because we have a 
professional military now. 

Families follow one another. 
So the kind of effects that we are 

going to have here, that we are already 
having, from little kids who are left 
crying at home as both parents go off, 
as moms go off, as dads go off, is 
unreal. I would say to my friend from 

California-he is the founder of the Se
lect Committee on Children, Youth and 
Families-and he has brought to this 
House information about the stresses 
that we have on families under ordi
nary circumstances. 

I would ask him to comment from his 
experience on what this new Army is 
going to do to our people. 

Mr. MILLER of California. I would 
comment, I think it is a testimony to 
the notion that probably war is in fact 
obsolete because of the kind of punish
ment that it now inflicts not only on 
the vanquished but on the victors, that 
the price becomes so high for those 
who perceive that they have won that 
the victory becomes terribly hollow. 

0 1530 
Mr. Speaker, I only have 2 minutes 

left, and then there is going to be an 
additional hour of time here. Let me 
just say this, that I want America to 
think, and I want Members of this Con
gress to think between now and the 
time we vote, of the gift that we have 
already given the world since August 2. 

Mr. Speaker, no other country could 
have done what we did. Military people 
around the world are amazed at the 
ability we had to project those mili
tary forces on the Saudi border and to 
stop Saddam Hussein. We have spent 
billions of our treasury. We have given 
our sons and our daughters, and moth
ers and fathers, and our brothers and 
our sisters to stop this madman. We 
should be proud as Americans. We 
should be proud that we were able to 
react, that we were able to deal with 
that problem. 

But we should also be clear thinking 
and clear eyed about whether the next 
burden is our burden alone. Is it just 
America's to die on the battlefield, or 
is it a risk that all of us should share 
in the world community? Is it just 
America's burden to die while others 
stand back and reap the benefit? 

We talk about the U.N. resolution. 
The United Nations was created to 
keep peace, not to make war. We can 
create, because Saddam Hussein has 
nowhere to go, we can create a U.N. 
peacekeeping force in this region over 
the next 180 days, or the next year, and 
we can start sharing that burden with 
other countries of the world because it 
cannot just be our place in the world to 
die on the battlefields of the world. 

We gave them a gift. We gave them a 
gift, and it was very valuable and is 
very valuable today. But we should not 
be stampeded into believing that some
how we will not be complete as a na
tion unless we engage in the war-mak
ing power, that somehow this will all 
be for naught or a failure, because Sad
dam Hussein is stopped cold in the 
desert. 

And if there are those who choose to 
smuggle, if there are those who choose 
to break the sanctions and the embar
go, we should, as a world community, 

deal with them, not simply because of 
their failure, because of their immoral
ity, kill our young people in a 
warmaking capacity. We should deal 
with those nations and those manufac
turers. 

Mr. Speaker, if the French cannot 
stop selling weapons to Saddam Hus
sein, then we should not buy French 
products. If the Germans cannot stop 
selling warmaking capacity to Saddam 
Hussein, we should not buy German 
products. We should understand there 
is another way to address this problem, 
and it is not just through the barrel of 
a gun. 

Mr. Speaker, that cannot be the mes
sage to the world, and that cannot be 
the role of this Congress. We must 
think through what we have already 
done and the gift we have given at no 
small price to our constituents, to our 
neighbors, to our taxpayers, to our 
families, at no small price. Be proud 
during this debate of what has taken 
place and understand the perils of what 
is yet to come, and the responsibility, 
and keep in mind the following at the 
end of the debate: 

Has a compelling reason been given 
to us which makes us believe that we 
should take 430,000 Americans, put 
them in harm's way, and risk their 
lives, and risk their future, and risk 
our economy, and risk our debt? That 
is the question. 

But it must be compelling, not the 
reasons we have been given over the 
last 5 months that have dribbled out of 
the White House, and each one has fall
en flat with the American people. They 
must be compelling because the lives of 
those young people are compelling. 
Each one of them is an American flow
er in bloom. Each one of them had a 
job. They have a family, they have re
lationships, they have a love. They 
have an occupation, they have a future 
and a career, and the one thing they 
said to all of us is they want to come 
home to that future, to that career, to 
that family, to their children, to the 
love, to their dreams. 

They will do it if we ask them. We 
had damned well better be careful 
about how we ask them and know the 
reasons that we ask them because, 
when we look into their faces, they are 
not just a soldier. They are not just a 
nurse. They are not just a tank com
mander. They are not just a jet pilot. 
They are not just a maintenance per
son. They are children, they are moth
ers and fathers. They are our brothers 
and our sisters. They are our sons and 
our daughters. 

Mr. Speaker, very often this country 
has struck up the bands, and the louder 
the bands play and the more flags we 
display, usually the less principle
based war we have. 

There will be great ceremony at 
Dover Air Force Base to try to honor 
each and every one of them as a hero. 
They will only be heroes if we are clear 
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and compelling in the reason we send 
them forth. 

If it is not for the highest purpose, no 
amount of Army bands, no amount of 
American flags, no amount of politi
cians• speeches can make them heroes. 

They are willing to serve. They ask 
the same from us, to serve, to serve 
them and the rest of our constituents 
in this debate and in our votes. 

NEGOTIATIONS OR LOSS OF LIFE? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL

EXANDER). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. DOWNEY] is recognized for 60 
minutes. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Speaker, I guess I 
am going to speak 5 or 10 minues, and 
I am going to yield to my colleagues 
who are here, and I am told we will be 
doing the rule at 4 o'clock, and then we 
will come back to this. 

Mr. Speaker, it is hard for me to be
lieve that I am in my 17th year in the 
House of Representatives, but it is 
nonetheless true, and, as I reflect back 
on that period of time, I cannot re
member a more important issue that I 
have had to deal with than the one that 
is currently before us. It is the most 
important issue that I have dealt with, 
and my guess is it is probably true 
with most of my colleagues, that this 
responsibility of war and peace dwarfs 
all of the others. 

Mr. Speaker, I got into politics; my 
colleague, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DELLUMS] is a great hero of 
mine; waging a lonely fight against the 
war in Vietnam. I got involved in local 
politics and then ran for Congress be
cause I felt that our involvement in the 
war in Vietnam was wrong, that it was 
a mistake, but that the only way to 
change policy was to do so peacefully 
and democratically, and I chose a polit
ical career, and I was fortunate enough 
to be in a position, along with many 
others in 1975, to bring down the final 
curtain on that sorry chapter of Amer
ican history which we call our involve
ment in Vietnam. 

I believe, as many of my colleagues 
do, that the history of the world is 
strewn with the lost opportunities for 
people to try and settle their disputes 
without the resort to violence, and it 
seems to me that that is one of the 
central issues that we address today, 
this idea that the new world order, and 
we have heard that discussed and prob
ably will hear more as time goes on, is 
about the prospect of sitting down and 
negotiating our differences without the 
catastrophic loss of life . 

The first thing that we will discuss is 
something that may seem arcane to 
the American people, and that is this 
issue of congressional prerogatives. 
When those overweight and older, mid
dle-aged men 202 summers ago got to
gether in Philadelphia, cramped in a 
crowded room in Philadelphia during 

the summer, they decided that one of 
the most important things that they 
wanted to invest in the people's branch 
of government was the decision to send 
people to war. Their memory was of 
George III who had involved the force 
of the then-British empire in a war on 
American soil and in wars that were to 
come in Europe. 
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They remembered the activities of 

the czars, they wanted to have a check 
on that power, and they put the sole re
sponsibility to declare war in the hands 
of. the Congress of the United States. 
Interestingly, under the Articles of 
Confederation the responsibility of the 
Commander in Chief flowed back into 
the Congress, and they found that to be 
cumbersome, so they wanted to have a 
Commander in Chief solely for the pur
pose of command decisions and not for 
the purpose, as some have argued, to 
make policy willy-nilly . And we have 
sometimes-certainly we have in the 
last 50 years-lost sight of the historic 
view of the Commander in Chief, which 
is more of a functionary role than a 
policymaking one. 

So the first order of business which is 
important for the Congress to assert is 
this natural authority. I hope we do 
that and do it vigorously. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield before he goes on to 
the next point? 

Mr. DOWNEY. Certainly, I yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I think 
the gentleman makes a very important 
point, and I think again in the spirit of 
being educative, article I, section 8, 
paragraph 11 of the Constitution as
serts that the clear authority with all 
power to declare war is vested in the 
Congress, that the Congress shall have 
the right to declare war. On many oc
casions the President of the United 
States has asserted his authority as 
Commander in-· Chief, saying, "I don't 
need to come to Congress. This is 
something I can do as Commander in 
Chief.'' 

But any student of the Constitution 
reads that in article Il, section 2 of the 
Constitution we define the duties of 
the President in his or her role as Com
mander in Chief. I find it interesting 
and fascinating that when one looks at 
the Federalist Papers, which framed 
the discussion and which are the his
torical documents of the d"scussion and 
which are the unuerpinnings of our 
Constitution, Federalist Paper No. 69, 
in defining the Presiden.t's s0le .. i:L!n'.fom
mander in Chief, says that in that ca
pacity the President has less power 
than the King of England and· less 
power than the Governor of New York. 
And at the time that the Constitution 
was being debated, the King of England 
could take troops to war on his word; 
the Governor of New York could take 
the militia to war. 

The Constitution is very clear, and 
the Federalist Paper that underpins it 
is very clear, that the President in his 
role as chief executive officer, as the 
gentleman aptly p<)inted out, can only 
conduct the war, but only the Congress 
can establish the policy and make the 
decision as to whether we shall or shall 
not go to war. 

As I said earlier, in the previous spe
cial order, that was in this gentleman's 
humble opinion the brilliance of the 
Framers of the Constitution which said 
that no one person should have the 
right to take us to war, that that has 
to be a difficult decision, a cum
bersome decision, and that is appro
priate and we need to demand that pre
rogative and the American people need 
to support us in that reality. Other
wise, what is all the battle for, if it is 
not to maintain the integrity of our so
ciety based on the rule of law and the 
constitutional form of government? 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman makes an excellent point. Also 
we will recall that the Republic that 
the Founders were concerned about 
was a fragile one 200 years ago. They 
were threatened by Indians and by out
side forces. The idea that five or six 
militiamen could get together with a 
weapon posed a real and present danger 
to communities. So they wanted to 
keep the responsibility in the hands of 
the people. It seems to me that that 
would be axiomatic except for the fact 
that our former colleague, who is now 
the Secretary of Defense, Mr. Cheney, 
does not seem to have learned that les
son. He has a more imperial view of the 
Presidency and has been quoted on sev
eral occasions as having said that he 
feels that the President already has the 
power, if he chooses, to go to war in 
order to deal with this real danger that 
Saddam Hussein poses. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr . DOWNEY. I yield to the gen
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. Speaker, another 
former Member of the House, the Presi
dent of the United States, George 
Bush, said I think as recently as yes
terday that should we decide in this 
body on Saturday not to grant him au
thority to go to war, he feels no com
punction, that he can go to war any
way. So it is not only Secretary Che
ney who has not read the Constitution 
latery. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman makes an excellent point, and 
hopefully the Congress will speak to 
that issue directly on Saturday. 

The issue we have at hand has gone 
through many permutations. Let me 
just say that I know there will be many 
on the other side who feel deeply that 
the use of force is the appropriate way 
to reduce potential American casual
ties, that in the long-term interests of 
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the United States the use of force is 
the appropriate way to deal with a des
pot like Saddam Hussein. I respect that 
view. It would be my hope that during 
the course of the debate we do not try 
to characterize this in partisan terms 
but just in the terms of people who 
look at history differently and come to 
the conclusion about the way to 
achieve ends differently. 

There will be substantial numbers of 
Democrats who will be supporting the 
President, and I hope there will be a 
substantial number of Republicans who 
will be supporting the Democratic pro
posal to let the sanctions work. 

We have discussed the question of 
sanctions ad nauseum here, but I think 
it bears a little rehashing. Time is on 
our side. The United States of America 
is winning. This rush to judgment sug
gests one of desperation, a desperate 
desire to deal suddenly with events 
that are getting out of our control. We 
are in control of events. 

It is the world versus Saddam Hus
sein. The only people' who are on Sad
dam Hussein's side are some people in 
Jordan and other Arabs in the Middle 
East who are not particularly well or
ganized nor, for that matter, effective. 
So we have the luxury of time, and 
that is one of the central disputes that 
we see played out today. 

The President of the United States 
says, "Well, look, you've got all these 
people in Kuwait who are suffering 
under the Iraqi boot.'' 

There is no question that they are 
suffering, and our hearts go out to 
them. There were 700,000 Kuwaitis on 
August 2 in Iraq. Thankfully, the vast 
majority of them, 550,000, have left 
Iraq, but that still leaves 150,000 under 
the jackboot of this world class crimi
nal, and the sooner they are liberated, 
the better. 

The other question that is raised all 
the time in support of this quick action 
is this idea of the coalition not being 
held together. I think in the course of 
discussion we have heard that the coa
lition shows no signs of fraying. The 
European allies are embarrassed by 
their paltry role in this operation, the 
Germans, the French, and the Swiss for 
providing the Iraqis over the years 
with the weapons of war that now face 
Americans, and the Germans and 
French for supplying the technology 
for them to build nuclear weapons. My 
guess is that they are not a problem. 
They are not going to suddenly decide 
to do business with Saddam Hussein as 
long as he occupies Kuwait. 

As for the Syrians and the Egyptians, 
they have done very well in this coali
tion. The Egyptians have been the 
beneficiaries of $20 billion in economic 
aid from ourselves, from the Saudis, 
from the Germans, and from the 
French. This has been good business for 
them. They are unlikely to decide to 
turn their backs on the alliance. Presi
dent Mubarak was emphatic the other 

day when our group met with him, by 
saying that this is a matter of prin
ciple, that it is outrageous that some
one like Saddam Hussein has occupied 
Kuwait, and that they cannot allow it 
to stand. So I do not think he is going 
anywhere. 

As for the Syrians, if that weak link 
in our chain is a problem, let us just 
put it in perspective. Hafez al-Assad is 
a half-step below on the big list of who 
is good in the world. This is the butch
er of Hama, who is responsible directly 
for the death of 35,000 of his own citi
zens. To call him an ally-terrorist is 
probably the only way to characterize 
this man appropriately. The Syrians 
have indicated they are not going to 
invade Kuwait, that they are not going 
to invade Iraq, and that their purpose 
in this coalition is to sit idly by and 
hold our coats while we go in and de
fend the Saudis. So I do not worry 
about whether the Syrians are going 
anyplace, and I do not think any of us 
should. 

As for the Saudis, where do we expect 
them to go. As my colleague, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER] 
has characterized them, this is a group 
of people who have chosen to fly air
planes as opposed to fighting on the 
ground. They need us desperately, and 
they are not going anywhere. 
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So I think it is fair to say that the 

coalition is strong and likely to be sup
ported for some time to come. We lose 
nothing by our patience here in wait
ing for the sanctions to work. 

I see the gentlewoman from Califor
nia [Ms. PELOSI]. I know she has a prior 
meeting. I would be happy to yield to 
her at this time. 

Ms. PELOSI. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I also thank the gen
tleman for putting this debate in his
torical perspective in terms of the 
power to declare war, as well as bring
ing us up to date on what is going on 
there, coming off his trip just a few 
hours ago. 

In the beginning of the remarks of 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
DOWNEY] he mentioned the new world 
order. That seems to be part of this de
bate, what is the new world order. 

The Secretary of State yesterday and 
the President talked about a defining 
moment in history, that this crisis 
could present us with a defining mo
ment in history. 

Indeed, it has. Unfortunately, I do 
not like the definition that it is taking 
from the standpoint of the administra
tion, and indeed also from the stand
point of the Solarz resolution which 
will come before this body tomorrow. 
It is plain and simple a declaration of 
war, and I do not think we want to go 
down that path. 

When we talked about this defining 
moment of history, I recall a recent 
North Atlantic Assembly's meeting in 

London a couple of months ago, the po
litical arm of NATO meeting there, 
where we were all celebrating the fact 
that the cold war was over, the Berlin 
wall was down, and that we could now 
look forward to a true peace, a peace 
built on detente, diplomacy, and dia
log, and not a peace built on deterrence 
alone. 

We celebrated recently. Here we are 
at the first opportunity, with the first 
major conflict to come before us, and 
already we are reverting to our former 
types, our former selves, where we are 
resorting to militarization in order to 
solve a conflict. 

If the sanctions are not working, and 
I believe that they are working to a 
certain extent, why aren't they? Are 
we not clever enough to make them 
work? Considering the alternative, ob
viously, they are preferable to dying, 
as has been pointed out by many of our 
colleagues. 

So the choice we have is to choose 
between the sanctions and going to 
war. Clearly my constituents, who 
gathered 6,000 strong at St. Mary's 
Roman Catholic Cathedral on Sunday 
evening of this week in an ecumenical 
service, 6,000 men, women, and chil
dren, speaking out against the use of 
force and the use of violence, prefer 
that we go down the path of peace and 
that we in this defining moment say in 
a civilized way, as we go forward, that 
Saddam Hussein was barbaric in his be
havior; that what he did placed him 
outside the circle of civilized human 
behavior, that we will isolate him po
litically, diplomatically, and economi
cally, but we will not be as barbaric as 
he is, but we will be smart and clever 
and we will isolate him. 

We think that is the preferable 
course. But to those who choose a dec
laration of war, I have two practical 
questions. One is, we have been told 
one of the reasons for having this war 
was that it was to ensure the stability 
of the region. 

What if we go to war? What if we win 
the war? Do our colleagues who sup
port this resolution guarantee that the 
region will be stabilized if we win in 
that region? 

I propose that instead we will launch 
an era of violence which will beget 
more violence, and we will be doing a 
grave disservice to future generations 
by not keeping the peace now and act
ing in a civilized way, instead of resort
ing to acting in the manner of Saddam 
Hussein. 

Another question I have for them is 
another practical question, and that is, 
do you think the American people sent 
us here to send us to war, a war that 
would be paid for by money we borrow 
from our allies who are economic com
petitors, to protect the oil they use? Is 
that a reason for us to go to war? Is 
that a way for us to indebt a future 
generation? 
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So I maintain it is a bad proposition 

all around for the American people, 
and I would hope that in the defining 
moment we have before us, instead of 
choosing war, instead of as the gen
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER] 
pointed out our economy being affected 
very negatively, instead that we choose 
peace, we choose sanctions, for all the 
idealistic reasons that we all share in 
terms of peace being better than war, 
and nonviolence being better than vio
lence, but also for all the practical rea
sons about what do we get for it, and 
who pays for it. 

Mr. DOWNEY. The gentlewoman 
from California [Ms. PELOSI] has made 
an excellent point. I think one of the 
other aspects of this that we should 
never lose sight of are the varying 
goals of this policy. Initially it was to 
defend Saudi Arabia. Then it became to 
return the status quo in Kuwait and 
Saudi Arabia. 

American forces keeping the world 
safe for Saudi feudalism and Kuwaiti 
feudalism is not my idea of how we 
want to spend American lives. Amer
ican soldiers, who are currently in the 
desert, ready to die, to protect Saudi 
Arabia and Kuwait, were all given a 
handbook that describes the do's and 
don't's in Saudi society. It was inap
propriate for women to drive. Indeed, 
the world that we will return to, if ev
erything goes as planned, is a world 
that should be changed to begin with. 

Every place else on planet Earth, de
mocracy is breaking out, or has al
ready broken out, except in the Middle 
East. Yet we are prepared to say it is 
okay, women, nobody votes in Saudi 
Arabia, and women do not drive. The 
Sabah family, the Amir who we will re
store to the throne when this is all said 
and done, has absolutely no interest 
whatsoever in democracy. 

I suspect the President needs to un
derstand that if American forces have 
to fight, if that is what it comes to, do 
not expect our good friends, the Saudis, 
or our good friends, the Kuwaitis, to 
live as you used to live, ignoring the 
will of thousands of people in your own 
society who would pref er a more peace
ful, a more opportunistic government 
than the one you have given them. 

So even under the best of cir
cumstances we return to some very, 
very strange places, if everything 
works according to plan, and war never 
works according to plan. War is not 
neat. It is messy. It never goes as you 
expect. 

I would be happy to yield to my 
friend, the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. MOODY] . 

Mr. MOODY. I would like to associ
ate myself with the comments of the 
gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
PELOSI] on several counts. One, what it 
would mean to win that war. 

I think we need to consider what will 
this region be like if in fact the war 
takes place. If the war takes place in a 

way which we are told it will, mainly a 
massive, overwhelming strike of Amer-
ican forces by land, air, and sea, in
volving possibly hundreds of thousands 
of casual ties and total destruction of 
the Iraqi infrastructure, including its 
military infrastructure, then what hap
pens? Do we then become the long-term 
landlord of the Middle East? Do we 
then become the guarantor of the 
standard of living of the new society in 
Iraq? Are we going to occupy Iraq for 
20 years, for 45 years, the way we did 
with Germany, or even 1 year or 5 
years? 

What happens to our position in not 
only Iraq, but in other Arab countries, 
when we are the country which bombed 
women and children and noncombat
ants to their deaths by the scores of 
thousands? What will other Arabs 
think around that part of the world? 

Will it really be safer for Western in
terests, will it really be safer for Israeli· 
interests, one of our allies in the re
gion? Will it be safer for the somewhat 
shaky regimes that are our friends, 
Egypt and Morocco, which we do work 
with closely? Those regimes are not 
immune from street demonstrations 
that could easily take place if in fact 
we won the war. 

Stop and think for a minute, what 
does winning mean and what comes 
next? We tend to focus very much on 
the short-term military solutions, 
thinking once the war is over, every
thing will be fine, and it will not if the 
war in fact takes place at all. 

Another point I would like to make, 
if I could have the gentleman's time, 
and I appreciate the time, would be the 
question of sanctions. 

The heart of the Hamilton-Gephardt 
proposal is keep the sanctions working, 
apply the sanctions, even ratchet them 
up if necessary, and keep diplomatic ef
forts going. 

Those of us that support that I think 
have the burden of proof to argue, to 
rebut the proposition that the sanc
tions are not working, and that diplo
macy will not work. 

How do we know that diplomacy will 
not work and sanctions are not work
ing? 

Had we taken that approach with the 
Soviet Union 40 years ago that we are 
being asked to take with Saddam Hus
sein, we would have had nuclear war. 
Can anybody in this Chamber tell me 
Saddam Hussein is worse than Stalin? 
Stalin was a tyrant of the first order. 

Mr. DOWNEY. With a big army. 
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Mr. MOODY. With a huge army, dif

ferent, but in its own way terribly pow
erful, he murdered 20 million of his own 
people in different societies within the 
enormous space called the Soviet 
Union, very much the way Saddam 
Hussein has treated his neighbors. And 
we felt it would have been totally irre
sponsible to force a military confronta-

tion with Stalin. We decided instead to 
go on the same path, containment, put 
a circle around them, if you will, draw 
a line in the sand, in this case allowing 
East Germany at the edge of Czecho
slovakia and the outer edge of the 
other satellites to keep him from mov
ing an inch. We had the Berlin airlift 
to impose that kind of policy. 

We have now seen that containment 
and other policies short of war in fact 
have paid huge dividends and avoided 
the entire conflagration that would 
have enveloped Europe, and would have 
reduced Europe to rubble, and to radio
active rubble, and probably caused lit
erally millions of deaths had we not 
adopted the wiser policy of contain
ment. 

It is not as though we liked Stalin. 
He was terrible, as terrible as Saddam 
Hussein is in Kuwait, but it does not 
necessarily prove the argument. We did 
not like Stalin or agree with him. He 
was as bad as anything we have seen 
recently, and yet it was in our interest 
to pursue a non-war policy, and we see 
how that is paying off in terms of free 
nations. Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Po
land, et cetera, are now· free, and this 
was the wise policy, and it was not a 
weak or a wimpy or a nonfirm policy. 

Finally, let me say in terms of diplo
macy, no one can say that a 6-hour 
meeting in Geneva is the full extent to 
which we should give diplomacy its 
chance. It should be the beginning of 
the talks, not the ending of the talks. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. DOWNEY. I agree with the gen

tleman. 
I yield to my friend, the gentleman 

from Indiana [Mr . MCCLOSKEY] and 
then I will yield to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MCCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman and commend 
him for taking this special order. He 
has spoken out most eloquently. I won
der if from his experience I might ask 
for a couple of observations about two 
very important concerns in a Demo
cratic society. I have thought, given all 
of our experience in Vietnam with that 
war, that even the Weinberger-Reagan
Bush administration had promulgated 
as basic doctrine that no offensive war 
could be taken without broad consen
sus and in essence authority of the 
American people. Does the gentleman 
feel, and I know I do not, that there is 
consensus now to launch an offensive 
war coming from his end of the coun
try? 

Mr. DOWNEY. I thank the gentleman 
for asking me the question. The com
munications that I have received in my 
office suggest that there is strong op
position to the use of force. My guess is 
that I am probably hearing more from 
those people who are connected these 
days with the peace movement than 
from the average citizen, but I think at 
best we are looking at a 50 percent· or 
60 percent support for the use of force, 
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which I think will dwindle to a fraction 
of that number once the consequences 
of war are seen. 

So no, we are not going ahead with 
any sort of strong consensus for the use 
of force. 

Mr. MCCLOSKEY. My mail has been 
running about 10 to 1 against offensive 
war, and even the polls that say the 
American people would authorize it say 
that 53 percent say that with 100 cas
ualties their support goes to 44 percent, 
and at 10,000 casualties it would go to 
25 percent. But I think it is also very 
interesting when we consider that the 
administration really is not com
fortable with the Congress being active 
on this issue. It appears to me that 
the.y a.re not comf.ortable at all with 
the idea of the American people being 
informed as to future consequences. 

In essence, in the last 3 or 4 days, as 
many Members know, the administra
tion appears to have put a total lid on 
press activities in the gulf. In essence, 
there is only 38 people to be allowed 
and two teams, and they purport a plan 
to censor all dispatches. Anything that 
Dan Rather or the New York Times is 
going to be able to use is going to have 
to go through a board. Could I get the 
gentleman's reaction to that? 

Mr. DOWNEY. I agree. I think as the 
great war correspondent of the Cri
mean War found out, the first casualty 
of war is truth, and I do not think that 
is any different now than it has been 
for the last 130 years. 

Mr. MCCLOSKEY. I thank the gen
tleman. 

Mr. DOWNEY. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
MURPHY]. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Speaker, I would 
just take 2 minutes to compliment the 
gentleman in the well. As I do that, I 
would like to say that those of us who 
are opposed to the requested Presi
dential authorization to declare war do 
not lack patriotism. 

I would like to advise the gentleman 
in the well and my colleagues that at 
age 17 when this country was engaged 
in the greatest conflict of this country, 
I joined the U.S. Marine . Corps, and 
within 5 years after my discharge, my 
unit, my reserve unit was called up to 
serve in a police action. So I want my 
constituents and I want all of the 
Members to know that those of us who 
stand in opposition to the resolution 
giving the President carte blanche 
power to declare war in the Middle 
Ea.at do not lack in patriotism. 

We are not afraid of war, but my 
friends, we are afraid of casualties. I 
would like to say that the Presidential 
resolution requested is a declaration of 
war. I know that many Members will 
get on the floor and argue in favor of it 
and state that it is really not, we are 
going on with the negotiations, we are 
saying this, and it is a copout. It is 
passing the buck to the White House. 

The White House has already made it 
clear what the White House wants to 
do, and I would hope that the White 
House does not stand in the place of 
those rulers that Plato once referred to 
in saying that a ruler is often setting 
some stage for a war to go in motion so 
that he can prove to his own people 
that they need a leader. I hope our 
President does not adopt that policy, 
and would continue with the sanctions 
firmly. 

We have backed our President on the 
sanctions. We have backed the military 
presence in Saudi Arabia, but not to 
the size of the offensive capacity that 
we now have. 

We say, Mr. President, let the sanc
tions work. Save American lives until 
it is clear· that those nations who will 
benefit most from this are willing to 
pay for it with their lives and their dol
lars. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. DOWNEY. I thank the gentleman 

for his comments, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

THE SITUATION IN THE MIDDLE 
EAST 

Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted the following priv
ileged resolution (H. Res. 27, Rept. No. 
102-1), which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed: 

H. RES. 27 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may rec
ognize the majority leader and the minority 
leader, or their designees, for a period of gen
eral debate of twelve hours, equally divided 
and controlled, on the subject of the situa
tion in the Middle East. It shall be in order 
for the majority leader, or his designee, after 
consultation with the minority leader, to 
move to extend the period of debate and said 
motion shall not be debatable. 

SEC. 2. After the conclusion of general de
bate, it shall be in order to consider in the 
House a concurrent resolution, consisting of 
the text printed in section 1 of the report of 
the Committee on Rules accompanying this 
resolution, if offered by Representative Ben
nett of Florida, Representative Durbin of Il
linois, or their designee. The concurrent res
olution shall be debatable for not to exceed 
one hour, equally divided and controlled by 
the proponent and a Member opposed there
to. The previous question shall be considered 
as ordered on the concurrent resolution to 
final adoption without intervening motion. 

SEC. 3. After disposition of the concurrent 
resolution provided for in section 2 of this 
resolution, it shall be in order to consider in 
the House a concurrent resolution, consist
ing of the text printed in section 2 of the re
port of the Committee on Rules accompany
ing this resolution, if offered by Representa
tive Hamilton of Indiana, Representative 
Gephardt of Missouri, or their designee. The 
concurrent resolution shall be debatable for 
not to exceed one hour, equally divided and 
controlled by the proponent and a Member 
opposed thereto. The previous question shall 
be considered as ordered on the concurrent 
resolution to final adoption without inter
vening motion. 

SEC. 4. After disposition of the concurrent 
resolution provided for in section 3 of this 
resolution, it shall be in order to consider in 
the House a joint resolution, consisting of 
the text printed in section 3 of the report of 
the Committee on Rules accompanying this 
resolution, if offered by Representative 
Michel of Illinois, or his designee. The joint 
:resolution shall be debatable for not to ex
ceed one hour, equally divided and controlled 
by the proponent and a Member opposed 
thereto. The previous question shall be con
sidered as ordered on the joint resolution to 
final passage without intervening motion ex
cept one motion to commit, if offered by 
Representative Michel, or his designee. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, by di
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 27 and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

Th.e SPEAKER pre tempore (Mr. AL
EXANDER). The Clerk will report the 
resolution. 

The Clerk read the resolution. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is, Will the House now con
sider House Resolution 27? 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereon 
the House agreed to consider House 
Resolution 27. 
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL
EXANDER). Does the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MURPHY] wish to 
state a parliamentary inquiry? 

Mr. MURPHY. It is not strictly in 
the nature of a parliamentary inquiry, 
but it is. 

As I understand the reading, there 
will be no amendments offered to any 
of the three resolutions? Is that cor
rect? 

Mr. MOAKLEY. If the gentleman will 
yield, the gentleman is correct. 

Mr. MURPHY. Then I had proposed 
an amendment that would attach the 
cost and a proposed tax to the Solarz 
resolution that would not be in order. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. The gentleman was 
not yielded to for that purpose. 

Mr. MURPHY. I will wait until the 
gentleman explains the resolution. I 
thank the gentleman. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MoAK
LEY] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution provides 
for consideration in the House of three 
measures on the Persian Gulf. 

The first is a concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of Congress that 
Congress must approve any offensive 
military action against Iraq, to be of
fered by the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. BENNETT], the gentleman from Il
linois [Mr. DURBIN], or their designee. 
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The second is a concurrent resolution 

regarding the United States policy to 
reverse Iraq's occupation of Kuwait, to 
be offered by the gentleman from Indi
ana [Mr. HAMILTON), the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT], or their 
designee. 

The third, Mr. Speaker, is a joint res
olution authorizing the use of U.S. 
Armed Forces pursuant to United Na
tions Security Council Resolution 678, 
to be offered by the gentleman from Il
linois [Mr. MICHEL) or his designee. 

Mr. Speaker, the text of the three 
resolutions is printed in the report of 
the Committee on Rules to accompany 
the rule. Each resolution will be debat
able in the House for 1 hour, equally di
vided and controlled by the proponent 
and a Member opposed thereto. 

The rule provides 12 hours of general 
debate on the situation in the Middle 
East equally divided and controlled by 
the majority and minority leader, and 
after consul ting with the minority 
leader, it will be in order for the major
ity leader or his designee to move to 
extend the period of debate, and the 
motion will not be debatable. 

Mr. Speaker, after general debate is 
concluded, it will be in order to con
sider the Bennett-Durbin concurrent 
resolution, and after the Bennett-Dur
bin concurrent resolution is disposed 
of, it will then be in order to consider 
the Hamilton-Gephardt concurrent res
olution. After the Hamilton-Gephardt 
concurrent resolution is disposed of, 
Mr. Speaker, it will then be in order to 
consider the Michel joint resolution. 

The rule provides for one motion to 
recommit if offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL) or his 
designess on the joint resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I am glad we are having 
a debate on this issue, and I am glad 
that each of us in the Congress will 
have the opportunity to stand up and 
be counted on this very important 
issue. 

I commend Secretary of State Baker 
on his diplomatic efforts to attempt to 
persuade Saddam Hussein to end his 
brutal occupation of Kuwait. I regret, 
however, Mr. Speaker, that this mo
ment in time the Iraqi leadership lacks 
the common sense and the basic hu
manity to do the right thing. 

However, at the appropriate time, I 
will vote yes on the Bennett-Durbin 
resolution to reclaim the constitu
tional authority of the Congress to au
thorize war. It is reasonable, and I will 
vote yes on the Hamilton-Gephardt res
olution to urge that sanctions be ex
tended. That is also reasonable. 

Mr. Speaker, as a matter of con
science, I cannot vote to endorse off en
sive military actions by the United 
States against Iraq at this time, and 
will vote no on the Michel resolution, 
for I do not feel that is reasonable. 

As my colleagues know, I am no paci
fist. I am no peacenik, and I come from 
an area south Boston-where every 

street corner is named after a young
ster who was killed in service for this 
great country. During World War Il at 
the age of 15 I joined the U.S. Navy, 
and I served in the South Pacific. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe in my heart it 
was the right thing to do, and I believe 
it was the patriotic thing to do. I have 
never once regretted my involvement 
or my participation in that noble 
struggle. I felt that it was to defend my 
country and protect the truly vital in
terests of my country. 

In the past few weeks, like many of 
my colleagues, I have received count
less calls from concerned citizens on 
this issue, and I have talked with many 
parents whose children are over there 
in Saudi Arabia as well as many rel
atives of men and women stationed in 
the Arabian desert. They are trying 
desperately to understand whether the 
issue at stake is so compelling and so 
vital to the United States that it is 
worth sacrificing their son's life or 
their daughter's life or their husband's 
life. They have asked me whether ev
erything short of sacrificing the lives 
of their loved ones has been done to get 
Saddam Hussein out of Kuwait. They 
have asked me whether or not there is 
a way to achieve a united goal without 
any human casualties, and they have 
asked me repeatedly to do everything I' 
can to bring their son or daughter or 
niece or nephew or their husband or 
their wife home safely. 

Mr. Speaker, I honestly do not be
lieve we have given sanctions enough 
time to work. We have not exhausted 
that pressure. 

When the President of the United 
States invoked the sanctions last Au
gust, he said it would take up to a year 
before we would know whether they 
would be effective. It has only been 6 
months. What is the rush? 

I think it is time to be reasonable. It 
is not time for political posturing. It is 
not time to second-guess how our votes 
will be interpreted in some political 
poll 6 months from now. It is simply a 
time to be reasonable. 

Mr. Speaker, make no mistake, if all 
other methods of diplomacy and pres
sure fail, if sanctions, given the time to 
work, prove fruitless in removing Sad
dam from Kuwait, at that moment we 
as a united Congress and as a united 
nation will most assuredly and swiftly 
remove him from Kuwait, but until I 
can look into the eyes of the mothers 
and fathers of the children and broth
ers and sisters of the loved ones of our 
men and women in uniform and say 
without hesitation, yes, we are at war 
because it is our last and our only re
sort, only then, Mr. Speaker, should 
this Congress be willing to authorize 
war. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time for the House 
to act, and I urge adoption of the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman will state his parliamentary in
quiry. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Is the Chair ad
vised as to how, since the illustrious 
chairman of the committee has gone to 
great lengths to point out the fairness 
in which the time has been divided, I 
did not hear any discussion about the 
allocation of time, Mr. Speaker, to 
those in opposition to the rule itself. 
He has explained how the time for the 
proponents and opponents, majority 
and minority, have divided up the time 
when we get to the main questions 
which are the three resolutions, but 
my inquiry is: what is the allocation of 
the division of time between those who 
are in favor of this rule, Mr. Speaker, 
and those in opposition? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rules of the House, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, the chairman of 
the Committee on Rules, is recognized 
for 1 hour. He traditionally yields, and 
in this case has yielded, one-half of 
that time to a minority member of 
that committee, in this case the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON). 

The gentleman from Massachusetts 
controls the time on the gentleman's 
side of the aisle. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
am sorry, the Chair did not answer my 
parliamentary inquiry. It was not 
whether the majority or the minority, 
because in this instance I believe the 
Chair will find that as soon as the issue 
is joined, the minority and the major
ity agree on the rule. What about those 
of us who are opposed to the rule and 
would like to be heard on it? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has stated, under the rules and 
traditions of the House, the manner in 
which the allocation of time has been 
provided and the Chair has followed 
those traditional rules of the House. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, may I 
be heard on the parliamentary inquiry? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has responded, the Chair has rec
ognized the gentleman from Massachu
setts who has yielded time to the gen
tleman from New York, and the Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from New 
York. 

0 1620 
Mr. SOLOMON. I would just say to 

the gentleman, Mr. Speaker, that it is 
the intent of the minority to yield 
time in opposition to the Republican 
Members on this side of the aisle, so 
that they will be heard. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts. 
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Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am 

personally going to yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. WASH
INGTON] to speak on the rule. If the 
gentleman from New York wants to 
yield the gentleman from Texas 5 min
utes, then I think we might clarify the 
situation that he finds himself in. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Well, reclaiming my 
time, Mr. Speaker, I already have time 
in opposition scheduled on this side, so 
I could not do that. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
rule and I would urge all Members of 
this House on both sides of the aisle to 
support it. This rule does justice to the 
magnitude of the decision which all 
Members of Congress are now facing. 

The question of war and peace is the 
most important issue any Congress can 
be called on to decide. And I would 
note right here at the outset, Mr. 
Speaker, that this rule provides for 12 
hours of general debate over the next 
several days. 

When we add in the amount of time 
that will be spent debating each indi
vidual resolution, we find that the 
House will be devoting a total of at 
least 15 hours' worth of debate time 
concerning what to do in the Persian 
Gulf. 

I can advise the Members of Congress 
that not since Congress declared war 
on Germany in 1917, has so much time 
been devoted to a debate concerning 
the issue of war and peace; so this rule 
does provide an adequate amount of 
time to debate this momentous ques
tion. 

This rule also provides for an ade
quate range of specific policy options 
to be debated, and I would at this point 
commend Speaker FOLEY and the 
Democratic side of the aisle, the lead
ership of both parties, for treating this 
issue fairly on the floor of the House. 

I am confident that the specific reso
lution I support, House Joint Resolu
tion 62, will pass decisively. And so 
tht:lre is nothing in this rule that can 
somehow thwart or prevent the House 
from working its will. I urge the Mem
bers to support the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, turning now to the 
three resolutions that will be consid
ered under the terms of the rule, I 
would like to reiterate my strong sup
port for House Joint Resolution 62, the 
Solarz-Michel bipartisan mandate in 
support of the President of the United 
States of America. 

I returned from the gulf this morn
ing, Mr. Speaker, at 6:30 a.m., and I am 
now more convinced than ever that 
this bipartisan resolution best address
es the urgency of this hour. I have met 
with our military men and women in 
the gulf. I can tell the Members that 
you can be so proud of each and every 
one of them. 

They really do represent a cross-sec
tion of this great country of ours. 
Their morale is the highest. Their 
preparation has been thorough, and 

their readiness is at the highest pos
sible peak. 

Secretary of Defense Cheney told the 
Republican Conference early today 
that America has never before had 
fighting forces of the high caliber that 
we have today in the gulf, and I agree 
wholeheartedly. 

I am convinced after having met with 
President Mubarak of Egypt over the 
weekend, his Defense Minister and his 
Foreign Minister, and after having met 
with key American diplomats and mili
tary commanders throughout the en
tire gulf region that the Solarz-Michel 
resolution is the only option before us 
that can come to grips with the reali
ties of this terribly, terribly important 
situation. 

I have great respect for the gentle
men who have offered the other two 
resolutions. I believe those gentlemen 
are sincere and that they are making a 
principled stand for what they believe 
in. But, Mr. Speaker, with all due re
spect, I also believe that the practical 
effects of their resolutions, if enacted, 
will be to convey an impression that 
America is unsure of itself, that Amer
ican resolve is weakening, and that is 
all Saddam Hussein needs to hear. To 
convey such an impression, particu
larly at this hour, is to invite disaster 
for those young men and women serv
ing in the gulf right now. It is to invite 
the very eventuality that those gentle
men wish so devoutly to avoid. 

Mr. Speaker and my colleagues, after 
the disgraceful display of arrogance 
and impudence that was put on by the 
Iraqi Foreign Minister yesterday in Ge
neva, we must do nothing less than 
pass the Solarz-Michel resolution, and 
we have to do it decisively to send the 
message. 

The Iraqi regime evidently does not 
take seriously the question of war and 
peace. It is time for us, you and I on 
this floor, to make one more try in the 
name of the American people to im
press upon the Iraqi regime that Amer
ica emphatically does take seriously 
the question of war and peace. 

Mr. Speaker, passing the Solarz
Michel bipartisan resolution is the 
only means available to us to send out 
that message one more time. The So
larz-Michel resolution was crafted in 
very close consultation between the ad
ministration and a distinguished array 
of Members with extensive foreign pol
icy experience. The list of cosponsors 
includes distinguished Members from 
both parties and all points of the poli t
i cal spectrum. This is a truly biparti
san resolution which is reflective of the 
best traditions in this House. 

Our good friend, the gentleman from 
New York, Mr. STEVE SOLARZ, the prin
cipal sponsor of this resolution, has 
said many times that America is al
ways most effective abroad when we 
are united at home. 

The Solarz-Michel bipartisan resolu
tion is the best vehicle behind which 

Congress and the American people we 
represent can unite. This is the resolu
tion which is most consistent with the 
national interest and the unequivocal 
stand of the world community, as ex
pressed in 12 resolutions of the United 
Nations Security Council. 

Mr. Speaker, 26 Members traveled to 
the gulf, to Saudi Arabia, this past 
week and talked to hundreds and hun
dreds of American young men and 
women. Those your.ig men and women 
in uniform asked the 26-member dele
gation of liberals and conservatives 
and moderates of both political parties 
to please stand behind them. That is 
what we are here for today, because if 
we really want peace in that region, 
the only way to get it is through the 
threat of force; that is what we will be 
doing if we pass the Solarz-Michel bi
partisan resolution here today. I urge 
support for that resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 mintues to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. W ASlilNGTON]. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
must reluctantly oppose the rule which 
is on the floor for adoption at this 
time, and I would like briefly to tell 
the Members of the House why. 

When we were in the Rules Commit
tee, there was another resolution 
which was not reported out. That was a 
resolution that did not equivocate, did 
not put conditions subsequent. It was a 
straight up declaration of war. 

The strongest message I would say to 
my good friend on the Republican side, 
the strongest message we can possibly 
send to Saddam Hussein is not to say 
the Solarz language, we may declare 
war if these conditions are met. The 
strongest message we can send is a dec
laration of war now. 

Why do then we say that we want to 
declare war, and deny an opportunity 
for the Members to even vote on a dec
laration of war? 

House Joint Resolution 63 was laid 
out by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
HYDE] before the committee. The com
mittee in its wisdom did not report 
that resolution. I am not here to com
plain because my name is on it. It does 
not matter whose name is on it. As we 
both know, when this matter goes in 
history, it is not a question of names. 
It is a question of where we stood. 

I believe that the President of the 
United States and our military people, 
if they are going to be put to war, they 
ought to know clearly whether Con
gress stands, with no place to hide. 
There is still a tiny twig to hide behind 
in the Solarz resolution, because as 
you know from having read it, I am 
sure being the learned scholars that 
you are, it says that we will declare 
war if the President determines that 
two subsequent conditions are met. So 
that leaves room for a Member who 
wants it both ways. 
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I agree with the President and I 

agree with Secretary Baker when they 
say that in this matter, we ought not 
to be able to have it both ways. The 
people of this country ought to be enti
tled to know clearly today, tomorrow, 
and Saturday, not obfuscated by lan
guage and legalese, but straight up 
when the votes are counted. 

Are we ready to declare war on Sad
dam Hussein that day or for our troops 
to be put to battle Monday or not? 

We will not have a straight-up vote 
on that because of this rule, and that is 
the reason I am complaining. I know 
that I am going to get run over on this. 
I may get one vote which is mine, and 
that may be all of it, but I want the 
RECORD to reflect and history to reflect 
that when we vote on these three reso
lutions, whether it is the Durbin reso
lution, which really just reincorporates 
the Constitution. The Constitution 
does not need our help. It does not need 
underlining or exclamation points by 
us. It means what it says. It says that 
the Congress shall have the power to 
declare war. 

Then we move on to the Gephardt
Hamil ton resolution, and respectfully, 
I would suggest that those say to stay 
the course. They do not pretend to be a 
declaration of war; but the Solarz
Michel resolution pretends to be that 
which it is not. 

You cannot take a pig and put an 
evening gown on it and stop it from 
being a pig. This is not a declaration of 
war, so those Members who want to 
vote for it and then hide behind it and 
say, "Well, I vote for it, but the Presi
dent didn't meet the conditions subse
quent" may be able to say that. 
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So those Members who want to vote 

against it and then hide behind it and 
say, "By God, I would have been for it 
had the conditions changed," would be 
able to do that. In this hall that is 
known as cover. There is one day here 
where there ought not be any political 
cover. If you are for war, then, by God, 
let us get a straight-up declaration 
that says, "Resolved in the U.S. Con
gress, we are at war with the nation of 
Iraq." , 

Now, what stronger hand could we 
give the President for those who want 
to give him a strong hand? What 
stronger hand could we give him than 
not putting all these little niceties on 
there about what may happen later? By 
God, if we are for war, let us get up and 
say we are for it. The President asks 
for it, the President wants it, the Con
stitution demands that we do that 
which we are elected to do. It is not a 
popular decision, it is not a political 
decision, it is not a partisan decision. 
But if we are going to send men and 
women to kill and die in Iraq, on for
eign soil, they ought to know where 
their elected Members of Congress 
stand. 

Unless we adopt a resolution that is 
straight up, straightforward, we have 
not done anything but whistle in the 
wind. I ask the Members to vote 
against adoption of this rule. I know it 
is going to be adopted anyway. But you 
have the opportunity to know the dif
ference because I am telling you right 
here it is going to be in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, this 
truly is an example of Congress han
dling the most fundamental question in 
the worst possible way. This is clearly 
a constitutional question that we are 
about to debate. Congress does have a 
responsibility to speak to something as 
fundamental as whether our soldiers 
will be asked to risk their lives in pur
suit of a policy. 

And how do we handle so basic an 
issue? We set up a process by which the 
House of Representatives and ulti
mately the Congress will speak with 
mixed voices. We will speak with mixed 
messages, mixed messages to our 
troops, to our allies, and most fun
damentally to our adversaries. This is 
an issue that should be voted up or 
down without seeking political cover. 

Politics should be the last consider
ation in what we are doing here. And 
yet this resolution is more of a politi
cal document than a way of addressing 
our fundamental constitutional respon
sibilities. 

It allows everyone to seek some po
litical cover in the course of debate and 
in the course of the votes. Choosing 
war or peace should be a yes or no an
swer, not a series of "maybe's." This 
rule allows Congress to say, "Maybe 
yes," "Maybe no," but does not ask us 
to take any responsibility for our ac
tions. 

That is unacceptable. The vote on 
this rule should be "no." 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the chief deputy whip, the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BONIOR]. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my chairman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, Congress and the Na
tion must make a stark and a very 
grave choice, whether to rush to war or 
whether to stand firm in the gulf and 
give sanctions and international pres
sure a chance to work. We support the 
goals of the President's policy. And 
Saddam Hussein must know that this 
country is united against his aggres
sion and determined that he must leave 
Kuwait. 

We support the use of troops to en
force the economic sanctions and inter
national pressure. 

But January 15 is an arbitrary and 
unrealistic deadline. 

The sanctions are working. They 
have achieved, as many of my col
leagues have suggested, many of the 

goals we set out: protect Saudi Arabia, 
keep the oil flowing, get out hostages 
released. The present policy is work
ing. 

Today in the paper the senior Sen
ator from Georgia, SAM NUNN, had a 
piece in which he talked about the 
sanctions and the embargo. Iraq, he 
says, "is unique in its vulnerability to 
economic embargo. The international 
blockade has succeeded in cutting off 
almost 100 percent of Iraq's exports, 
mostly oil, stopped over 90 percent of 
all imports, and reduced its gross na
tional product by 50 percent. Over 
time, experts estimate that Iraq's GNP 
would be down 70 percent." 

Diplomatic initiatives are still alive. 
We had a terrible setback yesterday, 
there is no question about that. But 
the Secretary General is active, the 
French and Algerians are active. 

January 15 is too soon to declare this 
policy a failure and to rush to war. 
There are those who believe a war in 
the gulf will be a short war, that cas
ual ties will be few, the consequences 
contained. · 

There is not such thing as a short 
war, an easy war. In fact, no war is 
ever really over. Ask the families and 
friends of the veterans of our last war. 
Since I have been in public life, since 
1972, a good part of every one of my 
days in public life is devoted to dealing 
with the problems and the aftermath of 
that last war, and the lives of the peo
ple who fought that war have forever 
been changed. 

We have over 400,000 men and women 
on the front line. We are proud of 
them, and we stand behind them 100 
percent. 

But we believe that the best way to 
support them is to make sure, to make 
sure that we do not ask them to make 
the ultimate sacrifice unless it is abso
lutely necessary. 

The war in the gulf will not be a 
short war for us at home either. Our 
economy is already in recession, our 
budget deficit is looming larger and 
larger, the burden of war will cost us 
billions. Already it is costing us $2 bil
lion a month. 

Mr. Speaker, the President has built 
an impressive international coalition 
behind this policy. But for America to 
send our own sons and our own daugh
ters out to die alone in the desert with 
little frontline support from our allies 
is wrong. And for our American people 
to still be paying the overwhelming 
cost of this military venture, while 
Japan and Germany have not met their 
commitments, in unacceptable. 

War is the least predictable and the 
most painful of our options in the gulf. 

It must be our very last resort. Sup
port Hamilton-Gephardt. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr. 
YATES]. The Chair would remind Mem
bers of the precedents and the rules of 
the House under which Members are re-
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quested not to refer to the content of 
speeches of Members of another body. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. GUNDERSON]. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
well aware that the leadership on both 
sides of the aisle support the resolution 
that is before us. But this is a week for 
voting our conscience. I have to rise in 
opposition to this particular resolu
tion. 

After all, why are we here? We are 
here because the Congress of the Unit
ed States wants to contribute to the 
world's response and decisions of how 
we respond to Saddam Hussein. 

Yet I must ask each and every one of 
you when this debate is completed, 
what signal will we have sent? We in 
the House of Representatives, as 400,000 
Americans are going to lay down their 
lives in the Persian Gulf, find ourselves 
running for political cover under three 
different resolutions. 

It is like we have gone to the res
taurant, we have picked up the menu, 
and we want a smorgasbord of options. 

Ladies and gentleman, this is a ques
tion of war or peace, this is not a ques
tion of which entree would you like to 
order, which do you find most pleasing. 
Think of it: We will pass one, perhaps 
two, perhaps three different resolutions 
under this rule which are contradic
tory. Then we will await the Senate, 
which probably will not pass any reso
lution at all. I ask you what message 3 
days before January 15 does that send 
to Saddam Hussein? 
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Does that commit this Congress to 

support the U.N. resolution? Of course 
not. It sends a confusing signal. If we 
want to be a part of the world commu
nity, if we want to support what the 
United Nations, the Arab League, and 
the allies and enemies from the past 
the world over have united behind in 
condemnation of the invasion of Ku
wait, then we ought to have one resolu
tion. It ought to be whether we support 
the use of force in all means to imple
ment the U.N. resolution, and we ought 
to vote it up or down, put our names, 
put our votes, on the line, and have the 
courage to say yes or no, not run for 
political cover. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. MAVROULES]. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to add my voice to a growing 
chorus of grave concern about the spec
ter of a bloody, early war against Iraq. 

No one disputes the fact that the bru
tal August 2 invasion of Kuwait was 
immoral, unjust, and reprehensible. 

No one disputes the President's ini
tial decision to send United States 
Armed Forces to Saudi Arabia, to deter 
further Iraqi aggression. 

No one questions the President's dip
lomatic maneuvering in weaving to-

gether a broad coalition to counter 
Saddam Hussein's ruthless aggression. 

No one doubts the fundamental goals 
of forcing the complete and uncondi
tional withdrawal of all Iraqi forces 
from Kuwait; the restoration of Ku
wait's sovereignty, independence, and 
territorial integrity; the maintenance 
of international peace and security in 
the Persian Gulf; and the protection of 
American citizens abroad. 

What we do dispute and what we do 
question is the means of achieving 
these fundamental goals. 

From CIA Director William Webster 
to former JCS Chairman Admiral 
Crowe, every piece of information Con
gress received supports the notion that 
economic sanctions are working and 
will continue to work. Iraqi oil ex
ports-virtually their sole source of 
foreign revenue-have been shut down. 
Over 90 percent of imports have been 
cut off. The result-in a few short 
months-has been an estimated 50 per
cent reduction in the Iraqi GNP. Over 
time, experts predict that figure will 
reach 70 percent. As SAM NUNN com
mented, Iraq is becoming "an economic 
basket case." 

In my judgment, we are well on our 
way to bringing Saddam Hussein to his 
knees. Sanctions over time will be ut
terly devastating. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Gephardt-Hamilton alternative to the 
President's resolution authorizing 
force. 400,000 American lives are too 
precious to jeopardize, when staying 
the course on economic sanctions ap- · 
pears so promising. 

If we opt to give sanctions a chance 
to work and Saddam Hussein attempts 
to attack Saudi Arabia or assault 
American troops, then the resolution 
provides the President with the appro
priate authorization to immediately 
utilize American military force. 

Prudence and patience will save lives 
and achieve U.S. goals. I urge adoption 
of the rule and the Gephardt-Hamilton 
alternative to a blanket authorization 
of force at this point in time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the newest member of the 
Committee on Rules, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DREIER]. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, what an incredible way to get 
started on the Committee on Rules. 

I would, first of all, like to extend my 
thanks to the distinguished chairman 
of the committee and our great new 
ranking member for welcoming me to 
the committee, but what a way to wel
come a new member to the Committee 
on Rules. I also want to thank Repub
lican Chairman Emeritus, JIMMY QUIL
LEN. 

It has been amazing and very tragic 
in one way, that we have to deal with 
an issue like this, but in another light, 
Mr. Speaker, it is extraordinarily 
gratifying to see that, as Senator Van
denberg said, as my friend, the gen-

tleman from Michigan [Mr. BROOM
FIELD] reminded me, in 1948, partisan
ship does end at the water's edge, and 
I think that this rule itself does dem
onstrate just that. Republicans and 
Democrats alike are supporting the 
process whereby we are allowing three 
proposals to come to the House floor 
which can be considered. 

Mr. Speaker, I know which one I am 
going to support. I am going to support 
the package that has been put together 
in a bipartisan compromise with the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SO
LARZ] and the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BROOMFIELD] offering it here, 
and the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
FASCELL] and our leader, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL]. I be
lieve that is the most balanced ap
proach, and I think that is the one that 
should send that message to Saddam 
Hussein that the 28 nations in this coa
lition will not stand by and allow him 
to roll over this tiny nation of Kuwait 
and continue the kind of,tragic human 
rights violations which we have seen 
perpetrated over the ·past several 
months. 

I am convinced that this rule is the 
way for us to go, Mr. Speaker, and I 
have to say that, while there is going 
to be some very healthy debate which 
will take place during the next 12 hours 
and when the resolutions come follow
ing the general debate, I am proud to 
be a new member of this committee. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud to have the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DREIER] as a new member of 
the committee also. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HALL]. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of this rule. 

Once in a while, Mr. Speaker, the 
privilege of serving in this House can 
become an awesome responsibility. 
Once in a while, we are asked to cast a 
vote that is not only historical, but 
one that we know we will live with and 
remember for the rest of our lives. 
Soon, I'm afraid, we're going to have to 
cast one of those votes. 

It's a pivotal vote. It's a vote that is 
going to affect the lives of hundreds of 
thousands of people; soldiers and citi
zens, innocent victims, mothers and fa
thers, wives and widows. 

It's not a political vote. No matter 
how this vote comes out today, neither 
party will win or lose. Each Member 
has to search his or her conscience and 
decide what is in their heart. This isn't 
a vote for or against the President, or 
for or against the Democratic leader
ship. 

For myself, I intend to vote for con
tinuing economic sanctions. And I'll 
vote to retain the constitutional pre
rogative of this House, and of the Con
gress, to declare war when we-and the 
people we represent-see no alter
native. And as a Member of this House, 
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I can't vote to authorize war in this 
case. 

I'm concerned that America should 
have to fight this fight alone. I know 
our allies are behind us, but why aren't 
they beside us? 

I'm confused about our objective in 
the gulf. Is it to protect Saudi Arabia? 
Is it to expel Saddam Hussein from Ku
wait? Is it to rid the world of an awful 
menace in the person of Saddam Hus
sein? If we go to war, what is it that we 
are asking American soldiers to fight 
and die for? If we don't know what 
we're fighting for, how will we know 
when the war is over? 

Finally, I'm sad that we seem to have 
the will to wage war, and yet we don't 
have the heart for the poor and hungry. 
Nobody blinks while we spend $30 bil
lion for Desert Shield before a single 
shot is fired. Why can't we show the 
same resolve for the poor in our own 
country? Or for children who are starv
ing around the world? 

In the end, Mr. Speaker, I cannot be
lieve there is no alternative to war in 
this case. I cannot believe that sanc
tions and diplomatic pressure will have 
no more effect. The sanctions have 
worked and can continue to work. War 
should be the last thing that we decide 
to do, certainly not one of the first. In 
a little while on the floor of this House 
we will be asked to choose. For myself 
I believe that, while we still have a 
choice, we must choose peace. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gentle
woman from Staten Island, NY [Ms. 
MOLINARI]. 

D 1650 
Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

in support of the rule, and I rise also in 
support of Resolution 672. I do so after 
coming back from a very informative 
congressional delegation trip through 
the Middle East. 

One thing we are not going to hear a 
lot of my colleagues say is that no 
matter where we were in Israel, in 
Egypt, or in Saudi Arabia, there was 
magnificent support for this President, 
there was magnificent endorsement for 
the movements he has made thus far to 
forestall the aggressions of Saddam 
Hussein, and there was universal ac
ceptance of the fact that if President 
George Bush did not move as decisively 
and as efficiently as he did within 48 
hours of the initial invasion of Kuwait, 
Saudi Arabia· would have been next. 

We have heard a lot of talk today, 
and we are going to hear it for the next 
3 days. We hear this: Why only Amer
ica? Where are our allies? 

This is not the first time in our his
tory that America has not shirked 
from our responsibility to be the world 
leader and keeper of the international 
peace. It would be a wonderful world if 
we had our allies side-by-side in the 
same strength and the same commit
ment, but that has never been the case, 

and that should not deter us from pro
tecting ourselves and our futures. 

What are our options? I do not want 
to stand here and have anyone say that 
if I support this resolution and my col
leagues support this resolution allow
ing this President to make the decision 
to authorize force, we do not care 
about the poor and the hungry. That is 
shameful. What we do care about is 
giving some options to the inter
national community. What I do care 
about is giving Saddam Hussein the fi
nancial ability to accelerate his nu
clear capabilities. I care about his abil
ity to continue to use chemical weap
ons. That is unconscionable. He used 
chemical weapons on his own people. Is 
he not going to use them on his Arab 
neighbors and some day on us? 

I care enough about the poor in this 
country to say that there should not be 
one man, woman, or child who has to 
live their lives in fear of the terrorist 
attacks that have been invoked in the 
past. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL
EXANDER). The time of the gentle
woman from New York [Ms. MOLINARI] 
has expired. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
additional minute to the gentlewoman 
from New York [Ms. MOLINARI]. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time. 

Mr. Speaker, as for Saddam Hussein, 
let me ask, have economic sanctions 
worked? Has he suffered at all? No. If 
anything, he has dug in even more in 
the last 6 months, and we have not seen 
any change. 

What is the change going to be? We 
know there is linkage. If we allow addi
tional time for sanctions, his troops 
will get stronger. Ours are as strong as 
they are going to be. His troops can go 
home and work the fields and be with 
their families. Ours stay in the deserts 
of Saudi Arabia. 

We may go in and lose some of our al
lies. My colleagues have already criti
cized that. But again I ask, what are 
our options? This is a difficult question 
for all of us, and none of us will shirk 
our responsibilities. It is the most dif
ficult vote that any of us will be called 
on to ever cast, and we are all aware of 
the implications of it. 

I wonder if some of my colleagues 
who oppose this resolution are aware of 
the critical implications of forestalling 
possible military action and not giving 
the benefit of the doubt to George Bush 
and the other world leaders who rec
ommend tightening adherence to U.N. 
Resolution 678. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 3 minutes 
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the 
last time the United Nations author
ized war, it was Korea. There were 20 
nations involved, and here is what hap
pened: 95 percent of the casualties were 

Americans, 90 percent of the soldiers 
were Americans, and the American tax
payers paid for about 95 percent of this 
war that was later called a police ac
tion in Korea. 

Now, let us look at the record. Over 
80 percent, 430,000 troops in the gulf, 
are Americans. There are 130,000 allied 
troops, they say, but over 70,000 of 
those troops have said they will not at
tack Iraq. What I am asking here today 
is this: Did we forgive Egypt's $7 bil
lion debt so they can bury American 
dead in the desert? 

Let there be no mistake, Congress 
has a powerful constitutional respon
sibility today. The American people 
voted for George Bush, but they did not 
elect King George. There is only one 
constitutional body, one instrumental 
vehicle, to send this Nation to war. It 
is this Congress, and let us not let any
body use any rhetoric to get around 
that. And I say that if George Bush at
tacks Iraq without an explicit declara
tion of war from this Congress, it 
should be an impeachable offense. I am 
not going to hold back on that. 

I am going to vote for this resolu
tion. It provides for an opportunity for 
debate, and let there be no mistake, 
Mr. Speaker, it has come down to that 
particular time. But my point is that I 
have an amendment I want brought up, 
and I have a resolution here on burden
sharing. Where is Japan, and where is 
Germany? While we are protecting 
their oil, they are buying our national 
parks and they are buying our land
marks. We are letting them rip us up in 
trade. We are financing all their prob
lems, we are underwriting their econo
mies, and we are wondering why we are 
going bankrupt. 

This is more than an issue of Saddam 
Hussein. Saddam Hussein is the world's 
problem, and he should be challenged 
by the world. Everybody should be par
ticipating in stopping this man. 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to vote for 
the rule, but I would hope before it is 
all over there would be some under
standing of America's contribution 
after contribution, actually subsidizing 
the world while we are going bankrupt. 
This is another good example of it. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY]. 

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
rule. It is not the way I would have 
written the rule, but that is why we 
have a Rules Committee. That is why 
we have rules. I suspect there might be 
400 different versions of this rule if it 
was wide open. We have to have some 
order. 

I agree with the gentleman from Wis
consin that there ought not to be but 
one resolution. But we have three. 
There really is only one, and that is 
Solarz-Michel. 
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If we adopted one of the others and it 

passed over in the Senate and somehow 
became law, suppose Saddam Hussein 
would elect to unleash a preemptive 
strike; would that mean the President 
would have to come back to this body 
to get permission to respond? I do not 
think anybody would want that. 

No, we should adopt the Solarz
Michel resolution. 

We hear that we should give the 
sanctions more time, that we should 
give them a year. 

Did we not read the letter this morn
ing from Judge Webster of the CIA, 
who pointed out that if it went another 
year, in his considered opinion, with all 
of the intelligence that the CIA has, 
Saddam Hussein would not be forced 
out. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I say that Sad
dam Hussein is no fool. If you or I, God 
forbid, were in his shoes, would we not 
wait to see if the Congress is going to 
cut the President's legs off at his knees 
before we did anything? 

The best way to avoid war is to adopt 
Solarz-Michel. Then Saddam Hussein 
will know there is no way out, that he 
is up a blind alley and it is either he 
must get out or Armageddon. Then we 
might avoid this war. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I hope that tomor
row or Saturday, or whenever we have 
a chance to vote, we will vote in over
whelming numbers for Solarz-Michel. 

0 1700 
Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, for pur

poses of debate only, I yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from New Mexico 
[Mr. RICHARDSON]. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, al
ready this shapes as a divisive debate, 
and it should not be. I think the impor
tant factor is that this debate is taking 
place at all. In fact I want to commend 
Speaker FOLEY and Majority Leader 
GEPHARDT for encouraging a bipartisan 
debate. At one point there was concern 
that the Congress would be shirking its 
responsibility. It is not. But as we 
move ahead in this debate, let me state 
that I believe that this is an eminently 
fair rule. It deals with all the options 
and points of view that our colleagues 
can express, the role of Congress, sup
port for military force, or support for 
economic sanctions. 

As we begin this debate let us see if 
we can find four areas where we can be 
united. First, whatever we do, we all 
support our men and women in Saudi 
Arabia. That should not be an issue. 
We all support everything that they 
are doing in that part of the world. 

Second, I think it should be clear 
that we all support the Congress acting 
the way we constitutionally have to. 
This is an American war. There are 
400,000 American troops. If we had not 
taken this action in the next few days, 
we would have been shirking our re
sponsibilities and our duties as Mem
bers of Congress. 

Constitutionally I believe the Presi
dent had no grounds to exclude us or 
the American people from this deci
sion. 

Another thing we should not be di
vided on is the issue of burden sharing, 
regardless of how the outcome of this 
debate turns out. Germany and Japan, 
especially, our friends, are not doing 
their share. Japan's contribution to 
the Persian Gulf is less than what Sony 
paid for Columbia Records. Germany's 
contribution probably is less than the 
Oakland Athletics' payroll. 

Yes, that is being facetious, but we 
should be united on that factor. 

Finally, a message to Saddam Hus
sein. This debate is not a result of pol
icy division in the United States, this 
debate is democracy in action. On 
these four points I believe my col
leagues on both sides of the aisle can 
be united. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to in
clude for the RECORD the results of a 
series of questions concerning the Gulf 
Crisis I raised with my constituents at 
recent town meetings in New Mexico. 

Town meeting results in Santa Fe: 
1. Does the UN Resolution give the Presi

dent enough authority to initiate military 
action in the Middle East after January 15? 
Pro 14. Con 237. 

2. Should economic sanctions be given up 
to a year to work? Pro 24. Con 0. Abstain 186. 

3. Should economic sanctions be given a 
unspecified period of time to work? Pro 192. 
Con 3. 

4. Are sanctions a waste of time? Pro 5. 
Con 0. 

5. Can the Gulf Crisis be solved without 
reference to Palestine-Israeli issues, Leb
anon, etc.? Pro 61. 

6. Can the Gulf Crisis be solved only in con:.. 
junction with other Middle East issues (Pal
estine-Israel, Lebanon, etc.)? Pro 101. 

7. Should Saddam Hussein be allowed to 
save face through some sort of compromise 
arrangement? Pro 159. Con 17. 

8. Is the role of Congress to declare war (or 
does that belong to the President)? Pro 204. 
Con 1. 

9. Absent the President calling Congress to 
debate a war declaration, should Congress 
take the initiative? Pro 200. Con 0. 

10. Do you believe the US and Iraq will be 
at war in early January? Pro 44. Con 65. Ab
stain 115. 

11. Should the US unconditionally with
draw its troops from the Persian Gulf? Pro 
163. Con 44. 

12. Should the US troops be placed under 
UN command as part of a peacekeeping force 
in the Persian Gulf? Pro 147. Con 3. 

13. Would you engage in civil disobedience 
if the US initiates a war against Iraq? Pro 
134. Con 18. 

14. How should I (BR) vote on a declaration 
of war against Iraq? (Pro: Give the President 
authorization to declare war; Con: deny the 
President authorization to declare war.) Pro 
5. Con 18. 

Other town meeting polling· results: 
1. Does the UN resolution give the Presi

dent the authorization to attack Saddam 
Hussein on January 16? 

2. Do you believe that economic sanctions 
should be given time to work? 

Pro ........... .. 
Con .......... .. 

Los Ala
mos 

61 
21 

Taos 

51 
9 

Las Vegas 

55 
52 

Rio Ran
cho 

95 
40 

Farmine
ton 

68 
21 

3. Should Congress assert its authority to 
declare war to prevent the President from 
initiating a strike? 

Los Ala- Taos Las Vegas Rio Ran- Farming-
mos cho ton 

Pro ............. 84 59 118 133 89 
Con ............ I I 8 3 4 

4. Do you believe the US needs a national 
energy policy? Unanimous in all towns. 

5. Should I (BR) vote for a declaration of 
war? 

Los Ala- Taos Las Vegas Rio Ran- Farming-
mos cho ton 

Pro .......... ... (not 48 19 
voted) 

Con ............ (not 59 117 86 56 
voted) 

6. Should the US join a multinational UN 
peacekeeping force for dealing with Kuwait? 

Los Ala- Taos Las Vegas Rio Ran- Farming-
mos cho ton 

Pro ............. 44 25 73 154 63 
Con .......... .. 9 7 22 2 0 

7. Should the US give Saddam Hussein a 
face saving option? 

Los Ala- Taos Las Vegas Rio Ran- Farming-
mos cho ton 

Pro ............. 36 57 112 73 52 
Con ............ 35 I 9 56 26 

The following questions were asked in Los 
Alamos: 

1. Should Congress call a special session to 
debate the crisis? Pro 72. Con 0. 

2. Should the US put a reduced number of 
troops (200,000) under UN command in the 
Gulf? Pro 29. Con 4. 

3. Can the Gulf crisis be resolved without 
reference to other Middle East problems (i.e., 
Palestine-Israel, Lebanon, etc.)? Pro 51. Con 
25 (i.e., linkage). 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ari
zona [Mr. KYL]. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, I support this 
rule, but with the greatest of reluc
tance. I support it only because we are 
out of time and because Congress must 
act now, this week. The rule should 
allow, as many Members have said, for 
a clear up or down vote on the request 
of the President for authority to use 
force to remove Saddam Hussein from 
Kuwait should he not leave volun
tarily. Instead, the rule allows equivo
cation. 

We could send the wrong signals. 
Sometimes that is not important, but 
it is here, because here the wrong sig
nals to Saddam Hussein could be fatal. 
He understands force, not subtlety; he 
understands strength, not confusion. 
That is why we must support only the 
bipartisan Solarz-Michel resolution. 

Pro ........... .. 
Con .......... .. 

Los Ala
mos 

14 
55 

Taos 

6 
58 

Las Vegas 

12 
91 

Rio Ran
cho 

29 
140 

Farming
ton 

Under the rule, however, we could 
vote to both grant the authority under 
this bipartisan resolution and to re

�}�~� quire a grant by voting for the Durbin-
�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~� 
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Bennett resolution, and this would be 
confusing. 

As I say, if we had more time we 
could prevent that. But I support the 
rule, because if both of those resolu
tions pass, it would be clear to us, even 
if not clear to Saddam Hussein, that 
even if Congress grants such authority, 
it would have been accomplished by 
adoption of the bipartisan resolution. 

It is too bad this might be confusing, 
but it is critical that the President 
have direction now, and it is critical 
that the Congress speak now, and this 
rule at least allows that. 

Mr. Speaker, we should support the 
request of the President for a grant of 
authority consistent with the U.N. res
olution by voting for the bipartisan 
resolution offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLARZ] and the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL]. 
We should reject the Durbin-Bennett 
resolution and the Gephardt-Hamilton 
resolution. We must leave no doubt 
where the Congress stands, and we 
must leave no doubt where America 
stands. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, may I 
inquire as to the remaining time? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL
EXANDER). The gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY] has 3¥2 min
utes remaining, and the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] has 91h 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. GRANDY], who just returned from 
Saudi Arabia at 6:30 this morning. 

Mr. GRANDY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
our distinguished rules leader for yield
ing to me, and I joined this debate hap
pily. This is an appropriate debate. 
This is a pure exercise of democracy, to 
have this Chamber debate the most se
rious question that we will probably 
decide in our congressional careers. 

This question, of course, will not 
come up in Baghdad. The Iraqi Legisla
ture will probably not have this option. 
That is why I stand today in favor of 
the resolution of the President, the 
U.N. resolution, because of our goal, 
who support this resolution, is simple: 
It is to stop Saddam Hussein now. 

This is a debate about timing. Those 
of us that support the President say we 
stop him today. Those that do not say 
tomorrow or the next day is sufficient. 

I must tell Members on the other side 
of this argument that this is not the 
message we got from our troops, our 
young men and women, when we were 
i:n Dhahran 2 aays age. 

I cannot think of a better way to 
frame this argument than one that was 
made to me in the chow line at the 
base we were visiting. A young woman, 
who, by the way' was wearing her 
standard issue gas mask right at her 
hips, the way they all do, a constant 
reminder of what Saddam will use 
against our men and women, when I 
asked her what she wanted, she said, "I 

don't want to go to war." I said, "Nei
ther do I. That is why I am here." I 
said, "What about the proposition that 
has just been introduced, that perhaps 
we should roll back the deadline until 
February 15?" 

She said, "Give Saddam another 
month to kick my behind? Forget it." 

That is what we should do with other 
proposals: forget them, because they 
will not save lives. They will not pro
tect our young men and women, who, 
by the way, should not be called kids in 
this debate, because they are profes
sionals. They are professionals pre
pared to do a job. If you go and inspect 
these bases, you will see a discipline 
rate at near zero, no problems with mo
rale, no problems with medical. Our pi
lots are ready, but they are afraid an
other month may cost them that edge. 
Do we want to commit pilots to an air 
assault when they are not ready? 

All I can say is we will not agree for 
the next 3 days on who should win this 
debate, but we must concur on who 
should lose, Saddam Hussein, who will 
watch every minute of this debate. The 
one thing that all of the Arab nations 
agree on is their passion for CNN. If we 
want Saddam to watch this debate, 
send him the message. We are there to 
liberate Kuwait. We are there to stop 
Saddam now. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KASICH]. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman yielding. The crux 
of the debate will be whether the Presi
dent should be authorized to use force 
when he judges that it is necessary to 
carry out our goals and those of the 
United Nations. Some want to force 
the President to wait, even if it is 
against the President's better judg
ment as to how we can accomplish our 
goals. 

Remember this: Sanctions definitely 
carry enormous risks. The coalition 
could fall apart, leaving us alone in the 
desert and dividing the world. 

U.S. soldiers tell us not to jeopardize 
their lives, Mr. Speaker, by making 
them sit and wait indefinitely, damag
ing their morale and damaging their 
effectiveness, and forcing them to fight 
an even more dug-in enemy. 

I remember the marine that told me 
when I was out in the desert, "I cannot 
get my men up every day if I do not 
have some time period that I can rely 
on. What you do to me and my men is 
to jeope.rdize their lives by ma.king us 
sit in this desert indefinitely without 
any prospect for resolving this prob
lem." 

The world has stood together and 
continues to send the strong message 
to Saddam Hussein: The changes for a 
peaceful resolution of this problem lie 
in resolve and they lie in clarity. Do 
not, I repeat to the House, do not un
dercut the message that the world is 

sending, destroying any chance for a 
peaceful resolution of this problem. 

If Saddam Hussein is unreasonable 
and will not listen to the world and the 
use of force is necessary, do not hurt 
our ability or the ability of the world 
to be able to be successful with the use 
of force, protecting American lives and 
the lives of our allies. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge support for the 
Michel amendment that will come and 
rejection of those substitutes that un
dercut, send confusing messages from 
the United States, and destroy our 
ability to resolve this in any kind of a 
peaceful way. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. MILLER]. 

D 1710 
Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. 

Speaker, I am delighted that this body 
is debating this momentous issue. For 
over a month I have urged the Sec
retary of State, the President, and the 
Speaker to bring this issue to the floor 
so the House could debate a resolution 
similar to the U.N. resolution. That 
has been done. 

I rise because I have heard some of 
the speakers on the other side of the 
aisle who are opposed to a U.N.-type 
resolution telling us that we should 
wait, just wait. I agree that Saddam 
Hussein is a bad guy, but wait, do not 
act now, do not increase the military 
pressure now? Why should we wait? Is 
it because diplomatic initiatives are 
going to have a greater chance of suc
cess? The United Nations has passed 12 
resolutions. Do we want six more? The 
European Community has had diplo
matic initiatives. Secretary Baker has 
been stiffed in Geneva. The Secretary
General of the United Nations has been 
involved. 

We have had economic sanctions for 
over 5 months, and is there the slight
est evidence in the last 5 months that 
these diplomatic or economic initia
tives have changed Saddam Hussein's 
mind? No. 

But if we wait, with no evidence that 
waiting is going to produce results, 
what are the consequences of waiting? 
What are the consequences of rejecting 
a U.N. resolution authorizing the 
President to act with the coalition 
after January 15? What sort of message 
will that send Saddam Hussein? 

The message will be you have an
other year, you have another year to 
:pillage and rape in Kuwait. Yeu have 
another year to threaten your neigh
bors, and yes, we will be sending him a 
message that the United States has 
broken with the United Nations and 
the coalition, that the Congress and 
the President are divided. We will be 
sending him a message that he can 
send his troops back to the farm while 
we have to spend to keep our troops 
there. 
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Mr. Speaker, let me conclude by say

ing that if we wait, if we do not pass 
this resolution, if we do not act now, 
we run the risk, we increase the risk of 
a war later, and we increase the risk of 
a much greater, bloodier conflict at the 
later date. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
our final 2112 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. McEWEN], the newest 
member of the Rules Committee. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me 
and I rise in strong support of this rule 
which was worked out with the co
operation of not only the Speaker and 
the minority leader, but the distin
guished chairman and ranking member 
of the Rules Committee. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I will speak 
precisely to those on our side of the 
aisle, this rule is very, very important. 
Sure, it allows certain options and dis
courages some, but on an important 
question of this magnitude we should 
not be engaged in a gag rule. 

There are three options. There is one 
on a procedural question. There is a 
second one that does what the United 
Nations says, and that is that we will 
support the effort in the gulf with our 
allies. The third option is that we do 
nothing. 

I believe that this will allow us to 
clarify our position. This debate over 
the next 48 hours will allow us to tele
graph to the world where we stand so 
that there will be no misunderstanding 
in this vital effort to achieve peace in 
our time. It allows us to expeditiously 
respond to the request of the President 
and allows us to stand shoulder to 
shoulder with our allies, 27 nations 
that have sent troops. 

We have heard it already suggested 
that the United States should sit back 
and do nothing, that we should wait, 
that we should let the others carry the 
burden, such as Turkey with $800 mil
lion a month being lost, with the 30,000 
British troops, with our allies around 
the globe, not only the Arab League 
but also the Communist bloc nations, 
with the Soviet Union, every civilized 
nation on the planet saying that this 
type of aggression cannot stand. 

Ladies and gentlemen, the Amnesty 
Report that was presented to us points 
out that there has been bayoneting of 
pregnant women, there have been ran
dom murders, total destruction of 
every decent facility in Kuwait. Now 
the question is, Do we stand idly by? 

We chose to do that in the 1930's. We 
stood idly by and did nothing in 
Czechoslovakia, in Austria, we did 
nothing in France, nothing in Bulgaria, 
nothing in the Netherlands, nothing in 
Poland. It was not until well into 1941, 
December, 5 years after the aggression 
had taken place in Europe that the 
United States chose to act. 

Ladies and gentlemen, the world has 
learned from those mistakes. We now 
stand united with our allies around the 

globe that at the very first act of ag
gression and murder the world will put 
a stop to it. We can do no less. If Mi
khail Gorbachev can do it, if the Arab 
League can do it, certainly the Con
gress of the United States can do it, 
and that option is being presented to 
us over the next 48 hours. 

The question will be about the cost, 
and indeed it is costly. The burden of 
world leadership is great, and $3 out of 
every $4 is paid by our allies, but our $1 
is significant. 

We should support this rule. We 
should communicate to the President 
our support so that we can give peace a 
chance. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL
EXANDER). All time of the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] has ex
pired. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, to con
clude debate on our side, I yield our re
maining time to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. MOODY]. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the distinguished chairman for yield
ing time to me and for this oppor
tunity. 

Mr. Speaker, I do support the rule for 
it allows us to frame this debate and 
consider these grave constitutional is
sues as well as the question of war and 
peace. We have some clear choices and 
this rule is clean. 

The crux of this debate has been 
called the question of whether we go 
now or go later. I was interested to 
hear the previous speaker saying if we 
do not go now we run the risk of war. 
But what is going now other than war? 
And war will bear a terrible burden not 
only on a number of innocent civilians 
in that part of the world, but on our 
own troops as well. 

Conservative estimates are that if we 
turn to ground fighting, which we must 
in the end because aerial bombardment 
alone will not do it, the losses will be 
from 1,500 to 3,000 casualties a day, a 
day on Americans. 

So the question of going now or later 
is an important question, and each op
tion has its own cost and its own prob
abilities of success. 

The crucial issue in that is are the 
sanctions working. Some people have 
lightly dismissed them. The previous 
speaker said that they are doing noth
ing at all, the sanctions are not doing 
anything at all. They are working. By 
all accounts they are having a terrible 
toll on the economy and society of 
Iraq. Yes, Saddam Hussein is still eat
ing well, but that is not the issue. The 
point is that the economy of that coun
try has been dealt a devastating blow 
by the sanctions. 

We in America are worried about a 
perhaps 1-percent or 2-percent drop in 
our GNP over the next year. They have 
received at once a 50-percent cut in 
GNP in that country. Imagine the 
chaos which would ensue if anything 
approaching that would happen here. 

This is not a weak response. This is a 
very strong response. 

The next crucial question is will the 
alliance hold. We were told this morn
ing that the alliance will not hold for 
sanctions, that it will begin to deterio
rate. If it will not hold for sanctions, 
then how important is it to these allies 
that we are supposedly protecting if 
they will not even go with us on sanc
tions? Why would we be shedding 
American blood to save them? 

Furthermore, if the alliance does not 
hold on sanctions, then certainly it 
will not hold for war. In fact, several of 
our allies have already announced that 
if we go to outright war that they will 
not hold the alliance with us. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Gephardt-Hamilton amendment which 
is the second of the three options. It al
lows us to substitute diplomacy and 
diplomatic efforts and political pres
sure for outright war. 

For those who say that diplomacy 
has run out, I say no, that one meeting 
of 6 hours, as grueling as that may 
have been, that that is not the end of 
the road and should not be allowed to 
be. It has broken the ice, and talks 
should now continue by any and all 
means necessary. 

The real issue before us is not how 
bad Saddam Hussein is. We know that 
he is terrible, and Stalin was terrible, 
!di Amin was terrible, and others. The 
question is not whether we will win. 
We will win. The question is not can 
aggression be rewarded. It is not being 
rewarded. It is not now, it will not be 
rewarded. But the question is how we 
best go about achieving our goal in a 
way that is the least costly to Amer
ican lives and to innocent lives every
where. 

I urge support of the Gephardt-Ham
ilton substitute. 

D 1720 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL

EXANDER). All time has expired. 
Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 

the previous question on the resolu
tion. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. · 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to House Resolution 27, the House 
will now begin general debate on the 
subject of the situation in the Middle 
East. 

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
GEPHARDT] will be recognized for 6 
hours and the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. MICHEL] will be recognized for 6 
hours. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT]. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, for 
this evening, I yield control of the time 
on our side to the gentleman from Indi
ana [Mr. HAMILTON]. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 

objection, the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. HAMILTON] will control the time 
on the majority side. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as he may consume to our 
distinguished majority leader, the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT]. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, in the 
14 years that I have served here, I do 
not believe we have had a more serious 
or a more solemn or a more important 
debate and discussion of an issue. It is 
not often that we discuss the questions 
of war and peace in committing our 
country and our people to military ac
tion. 

Later in the debate, I hope to speak 
about the merits of the proposal that 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAM
ILTON] and I have offered through the 
Committee on Rules and will be consid
ered by the entire House. 

But at the outset of this debate, 
there were some things that I wanted 
to say to the Members about the de
bate, because I think it is a debate that 
is so very important and will be re
membered. 

Mr. Speaker, first, I wanted to say 
that in this debate and in this vote we 
are not Republicans. We are not Demo
crats. We are Americans. The vote, in 
my view, is a matter of conscience. 
There is no, and will be no, group of 
Democrats constituted as Democrats 
whipping the vote, trying to get people 
to vote on behalf of the Democratic 
Party. We expect and want all of the 
Members to vote their conscience; 
what in their heart and their mind is 
the right thing for the country to do. 

This decision transcends politics and 
political posturing. Politics cannot be 
involved in a decision of life and death, 
in a decision that is so important to 
the future of our country. 

Each of us, every one of us, wants the 
President to succeed. Each one of us 
wants the country to succeed, and each 
one of us wants to support the men and 
women who are serving on behalf of 
America in the Persian Gulf tonight. 

The second thing I would like to say 
is that this debate will be passionate 
and heartfelt. It is about the strategy 
that our country should follow in the 
days ahead, and the feelings will run, 
and should run, deep. But I hope in the 
passion of the debate that all of us will 
assume what is obvious and right, and 
that is the motive of everyone in this 
House is right. I assume and believe 
that the President wants what is best 
and right for our country and our peo
ple, and I assume and believe that 
every Member on this floor, every 
Member in this House simply wants 
what is right and best for our country. 

We agree on the goals that are to be 
achieved. We agree on what is being at
tempted in the Persian Gulf. 

Where we have some disagreement is 
on the exact strategy and the timing of 

this strategy to achieve those goals, 
but I assume and I hope everyone as
sumes that every other Member's mo
tive is right and pure and for the na
tional interest. 

Finally, I want to say tonight that if 
Saddam Hussein listens to this debate, 
and we are told that he does pick up 
some American television, I hope that 
he will take no comfort from this de
bate. We are united in our purpose in 
this country and in this Congress. 

Some have expressed concern that 
when there is a division of opinion, 
even on strategy, that that lends help 
to the other side. I hope that we would 
never mistake disagreement on means 
as disunity within our country. 

I cannot remember a time when our 
country has been as unified around a 
set of goals, as focused on what we are 
trying to do, in as much agreement and 
unity as I think we are tonight. 

The genius of our democracy and our 
country is that after the debate and 
the disagreement and the discussion is 
finished, the representatives of the peo
ple vote, and after we vote, we become 
one. 

There is no disagreement tonight in 
Iraq about the policy of the Govern
ment of Iraq. There is no debate in the 
Parliament of Iraq about what Iraq 
should do or what it should not do. 
There is no disagreement or discussion 
allowed in front of Saddam Hussein. It 
has never occurred, and when it has, 
there have been harsh consequences for 
those who disagreed. 

Not so here. We disagree because we 
represent the people of our country, 
and obviously there will be disagree
ment on important questions, but then 
we vote, and after we vote we become 
one. 

Alexander Hamilton said, "Here, sir, 
the people govern. Here they act by 
their immediate representatives." And 
even if the view that I support and hold 
passionately is not agreed to, I support 
the unity of our country when the vote 
is taken. 

Would that it were that Iraq had such 
a democracy? I submit to the Members 
tonight, ladies and gentlemen, that if 
Iraq had such a democracy we would 
not be here tonight. We would not have 
400,000 of our people in the Persian 
Gulf, and we would not be in the posi
tion that we are in. 

I thank God for this country and for 
this democracy. I thank God for the 
right of our people to have their views 
heard and discussed and debated in this 
place, and when we finish, we will be 
unified behind a common goal. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, at the conclusion of my 
remarks, we are going to have a system 
of rotating managing on this side. For 
the time being, the distinguished rank
ing member of .the Committee on For
eign Affairs, the gentleman from 

Michigan [Mr. BROOMFIELD], will man
age the time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the time on the minority 
side will be controlled by the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BROOM
FIELD]. 

There was no objection. 
D 1730 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, may I 
first pay my compliments to the distin
guished majority leader for the tenor 
of his remarks. He is the majority lead
er in this body. I happen to be the mi
nority leader. Later on, we will be sup
porting differing resolutions because 
we have a difference of views on this. 
However, I would applaud and certainly 
subscribe to the expression of the dis
tinguished majority leader, that after 
all the debate is over and it has been 
concluded, we will abide by the will of 
the majority when all is said and done. 
That is our system. Even if it carries 
by one vote, that is the way we operate 
in this country, to give everybody an 
opportunity to have their say. 

I am happy and proud that the reso
lution which I support, the bipartisan 
resolution, is one that is in the form of 
a joint resolution that would obviously 
go to the other body, require the signa
ture of the President, and then we 
would all be speaking with one voice. 

Mr. Speaker, as this debate opens, 
the United States of America has over 
370,000 troops in the gulf area. They are 
face to face with troops of a ruthless 
dictator. Our troops will be aware of 
every word we say in this debate. So 
will the dictator. 

The question we have to ask our
selves is this: When this debate is fin
ished, will the House be seen as a tower 
of strength or as a tower of Babel? I 
speak from the prejudice of being a 
combat veteran of World War II and 
those of our generation know from 
bloody experience that unchecked ag
gression against a small nation is a 
prelude to international disaster. Sad
dam Hussein today has more planes 
and tanks, and frankly, men under 
arms, than Hitler had at the time when 
Prime Minister Chamberlain came 
back from Munich with that miserable 
piece of paper. I will never forget that 
replay of that movie in my life. I have 
an obligation, I guess, coming from 
that generation, to transmit those 
thoughts I had at the time, to the 
younger generation who did not experi
ence what we did. Saddam Hussein not 
only invaded Kuwait, he occupied, ter
rorized and murdered civilians, system
atically looted, and turned a peaceful 
nation into a wasteland of horror. 

He seeks control over one of the 
world's most vital resources, and he ul
timately seeks to make himself the un
challenged anti-Western dictator of the 
Mideast. Either we stop him now and 
stop him permanently, or we will not 
stop him at all. 
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Now, the President has clearly pre

sented the reasons why we cannot 
stand by idly in his words: "We're in 
the gulf because the world must not 
and cannot reward aggression. And 
we're there because our vital interests 
are at stake." 

Now, we are told by some that we 
must show patience. We must wait for 
sanctions to work. We must wait 6 
months or a year before forces are 
used. We must stay the course. My 
question is this: Stay what course? A 
course that allows Saddam to know he 
is free from surprise attack, free from 
sudden offensive movements for 6 
months, a year, or more? I guess to 
Members who advocate that course, I 
would say to those members, what 
would they do about the attitude of the 
American people in that interval pe
riod of time? How long will the Amer
ican people put up with that? How long 
would that delicate coalition last that 
we have pulled together, currently? 
How long will they stay that kind of 
course? Not to mention our troops 
abroad an extended period of time, in 
that kind of an environment, when, 
frankly, over an extended period of 
time we would have to be thinking se
riously of rotation and all that that 
implies. 

Therefore, I think during the course 
of this debate, those who advocate that 
course are going to have to answer 
some of those questions. Patience and 
delay can be virtues when they help 
bring military or diplomatic goals, but 
when patience and delay become for
eign policy goals in themselves, as I 
fear they have with some of our col
leagues, they are no longer virtues. 

I understand principled pacifism 
which holds that nothing justifies the 
taking of a human life. I grew up in 
that tradition, and I respect it, because 
World War II caused me to come to 
grips with the very same question in 
my mind and in my conscience. How
ever, what I cannot understand is a 
policy that asks Members to believe 
that after 6 months or 1 year, that the 
alliance will still hold, our sophisti
cated equipment will be in better shape 
after frying in the desert, our troops 
will have higher morale and better 
readiness. Such a policy is not just an 
uncertain trumpet to the men and 
women in our armed services, it is a 
veritable brass choir of indecision, 
doubt, and confusion. Patience at any 
price is not a policy. It is a cop-out. 

We will be told by those who want 
delay that they do not want to risk 
American lives in combat. Let no one 
in this Chamber or anyone else lecture 
me on the horrors of war. I see my 
friend, the gentleman from Florida and 
several others, including the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. WYLIE], simi
larly, who know of all the horrors of 
war. We have seen it at its worst. The 
memory will remain within our heart 
and minds for the rest of our lives. It is 

Saddam Hussein who will be respon
sible for those who make the supreme 
sacrifice, and Saddam Hussein himself. 
If Saddam Hussein convinces his neigh
bors he can survive this crisis, he will 
become something more than a former 
hit man with delusions of grandeur. He 
will be someone who has triumphed 
over a worldwide coalition. If Members 
seriously think that that wouldn't be a 
sinister event in the history of the 20th 
century, I think those Members are 
fooling themselves. 

In our democracy, we elect our Presi
dent to speak and act for Members, pri
marily in foreign affairs, that our mes
sage might be clear and unmistakable. 
We in the Congress have our role to 
play, and we cannot shirk our respon
sibility. This is the time, it seems to 
me, for Members to rally around the 
Chief and give him the support he de
serves for our well-crafted bipartisan 
resolution. 

May I, in conclusion, thank my col
leagues, my cosponsors of this joint bi
partisan resolution, for the excellent 
work that has been done on this side of 
the aisle, and on our side of the aisle 
by those who are listed as sponsors of 
our bipartisan resolution. I hope the 
debate will go forward on a very high 
plane, that the distinguished majority 
leader said this is the time to really 
come to grips with probably one of the 
most important issues we will have, 
certainly in this Congress, and for 
some Members, during the tenure of 
our Congress here. We hope it is con
ducted on a high plane, and that ulti
mately, then, come to a resolution of it 
sometime Saturday, and will abide by 
the will of the majority. Hopefully that 
will be in strong support of the action 
the President has taken thus far, and 
feels he may have to take in the future. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SCHEUER]. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to express my enormous admiration for 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
MICHEL], who just finished speaking. 
He asks us, Will this House be a tower 
of strength, and move ahead with mili
tary hostilities, or will we be a Tower 
of Babel and chatter among ourselves 
in impotence and futility? 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that we will be a 
tower of wisdom, a tower of good judg
ment, a tower of prudence. I ho.pe we 
will be a group of men and women who 
can define our goal. 

Now, what is our goal? My distin
guished colleague from New York [Mr. 
SOLARZ] said today that there is no 
guarantee that sanctions, which I sup
port and believe in, will induce Saddam 
Hussein to pull out of Kuwait. He may 
very well be right. It may be a short 
time. It may be a longer period of time. 
It may be never. However, Saddam 
Hussein and his whole society may be 
destroyed by sanctions before he will 
pull out of Kuwait. The question re-

mains, What is our major goal? Forcing 
Saddam Hussein to withdraw from Ku
wait to make possible restoring the 
Sabah family as the rulers of Kuwait 
should be far from our top priority. 

To date, the President has responded 
to Saddam's naked aggression in admi
rable fashion. I have placed my full 
support behind the President's and the 
United Nation's economic sanctions 
policy and I see no reason to change 
course now. 

D 1740 
Our top priority should be removing 

Saddam Hussein as a 900-pound canary 
towering over the Middle East as a 
ruthless, cruel, vindictive, utterly 
amoral presence, terrorizing and in
timidating his neighbors and threaten
ing the security and peace of the entire 
region. I think our goal should be to re
move Saddam Hussein's poisonous 
presence from the map of the Middle 
East. 

Our top priority should not be restor
ing the Sabah family to its throne in 
Kuwait city. During the decade of the 
eighties, the Sabah family was one of 
our most bitter, hostile opposition 
voices in the United Nations. They op
posed us over the decade of the eighties 
just about to the extent that the Sovi
ets opposed us at the height of the cold 
war. They opposed us between 88 and 91 
percent of all the U.N. votes, just about 
the same as the Soviets at the height 
of the cold war; so restoring the Sabah 
family to their sovereign monarchical 
rule to me is not a top priority. Re
moving Saddam Hussein as a threat to 
the region is, and for that purpose 
sanctions will work. 

Why will they work? Well, in the last 
half century the United States has 
been engaged in approximately 115 dif
ferent cases of sanctions. In about a 
third of them, sanctions worked quite 
well. In those 35 or 40 cases where we 
applied sanctions successfully, the av
erage impact on the target countries 
where they worked was about 21h per
cent, a 21/2-percent reduction in their 
gross national product. It does not 
sound like much, but it was enough to 
get their attention. It was enough to 
change their course of conduct and 
their behavior where it counted to us 
in the international arena. 

Last month, the Joint Economic 
Cammi ttee had a day of hearings and 
heard from a number of leading ex
perts. The witnesses agreed that sanc
tions would work, that this was a clas
sic case where sanctions would work, 
and why? It is perfectly obvious why. 
They only have one cash crop, and that 
is oil. It does not grow in the fields. 
You cannot cut it down and put it on 
the backs of donkeys and send 100 don
keys over the mountain with their con
traband. It does not work that way. A 
portion of it goes out by pipeline to 
Turkey and a portion of it goes out by 
pipeline to Saudi Arabia. Both of them 
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are cooperating totally with the U.N. 
coalition. There is a total oil cutoff 
from that country. Some 98 percent of 
its foreign earnings have been obliter
ated. They are not making a nickel 
from all that oil under the ground and 
they do not have anything else to mer
chandise. 

About 90 percent of their imports 
have been stopped, their imports of 
chemicals that they urgently need for 
their war machine, their imports of 
spare parts, replacement parts. There 
is some smuggling coming across the 
border from Syria, from Jordan, from 
Turkey, and from Iran; but nothing to 
speak of. The sanctions are going to 
work and they are predicted to have an 
impact, not of a 2112-percent reduction 
of the Iraqi economy, but of a 50-per
cent reduction. 

In today's Washington Post, Senator 
SAM NPNN of Georgia, the chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee, writes 
that he thinks they will have a 70-per
cent impact, that sanctions will reduce 
the Iraqi gross national product by 70 
percent over time. That is a sanction 
program that is working effectively, 
inexorably, tightening the noose that 
will bring Saddam Hussein to his 
knees, that will destroy the Iraqi econ
omy and reduce the Iraqi military ma
chine gradually to the point of stran
gulation, and remove him as a threat 
to peace and stability in the Middle 
East. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GEKAS]. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, we have 
said it before and we must say it again, 
we have arrived at this point in the 
history of our country because the 
President of the United States needs 
the Congress of the United States to 
give him a vote of confidence as he pro
ceeds to solve one of the most monu
mental problems ever facing the civ
ilized world. That vote of confidence 
has already been earned because the 
President has received the confidence 
of the international community, of the 
United Nations through the resolutions 
that they have passed, through the vic
tims and potential victims in the Per
sian Gulf region of Saddam Hussein, 
through our Arab friends and neigh
bors, through other aspects of the 
world rhetoric in this crisis in the Per
sian Gulf, and most importantly, he 
has received expression after expres
sion of confidence from the Armed 
Forces of the United States, our own 
young people, our fellow Americans 
who are poised in the deserts of Saudi 
Arabia; he has received their con
fidence. They are willing to do their 
duty and they are there because they 
are performing their duty, and the 
American people in different ways have 
expressed their confidence in the Presi
dent of the United States. 

We can do no less. And what does he 
ask us to do? He asks us, through the 
parliamentary devices that are avail
able to us, to give him additional 
power, not power to declare war, not 
power to wreak vengeance on anyone, 
but the power of the American people, 
the spirit of the American people to 
bring about peace, to bring about a so
lution to this vexing and horrible prob
lem that exists in the Persian Gulf. 

We are then asked to give him the 
wherewithal, the ability, the power, as 
it were, to bring about a needed solu
tion to a world problem, and only he, 
through the exercise of this power, is 
able to do it. 

A vote of confidence is not one where 
we can shrink back and say it is going 
to be a limited one, that we must wait 
for this to occur or that to occur. The 
power to do good, to bring about peace 
must be a power that he can wield at 
the discretion and with the sanctions 
of the United Nations and the good will 
of the American people and the vote of 
the Congress, buttressing every man
ner and means of his actions from here 
to the final solution of this problem. 

We must support the President of the 
United States because he is our leader. 
He is the Commander in Chief and the 
one to whom the world now looks for a 
solution to the Persian Gulf crisis. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Indi
ana [Mr. MCCLOSKEY]. 

Mr. MCCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my distinguished colleague for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, today, many Americans 
are aghast as the United States stands 
on the brink of a war that could result 
in more American casualties and un
foreseen disaster than ever occurred in 
the Vietnam war. 

The administration's plans for a new 
world order could result in the deaths 
and wounding of thousands of young 
Americans on far desert sands and an 
accelerating plunge into a recessionary 
morass economically. 

In southwestern Indiana the over
whelming sentiment I hear in coffee 
shops and at the supermarket, in town 
forums, and on courthouse squares is a 
feeling of incredulity not only that we 
are so close to war, but that the Presi
dent appears more than willing to take 
us there. And mothers of young serv
icemen stationed in the gulf have 
plaintively asked, "Is anybody listen
ing? Can't Congress do something?" 

Although I haven't polled my district 
on the issue, my mail is running about 
10 to 1-in conservative Middle Amer
ica-against an offensive invasion. 
Phone calls today appear to be running 
about even. But all indications are that 
the consensus and support for war 
deemed necessary in the wake of Viet
nam are truly nonexistent. I had 
thought that this was a prerequisite 
under the Reagan-Weinburger-Bush
Cheney doctrine. 

My constituency, like Americans all 
over, strongly backs the President on 
his initial commitment to stop Saddam 
Hussein dead in his tracks and to de
fend Saudi Arabia. This has been done 
successfully, even masterfully. 

The President is winning. Why mess 
it up with an unnecessary war with un
predictable consequences? 

My constituents ask, as did Admiral 
Crowe, "What's the rush?" 

As Admiral Crowe has said: 
The embargo is biting heavily * * *. It is 

dead wrong to say that Baghdad is not being 
hurt; it is being damaged severely. That goes 
for the Iraqi military as well, which depends 
on outside support. * * * Most experts be
lieve that it will work with time. Estimates 
range in the neighborhood of 12 to 18 months. 
In other words, the issue is not whether an 
embargo will work, but whether we have the 
patience to let it take effect. 

The Director of the CIA has similarly 
indicated that the embargo is working. 

Although Saddam Hussein has not 
announced a pullout and conceivably 
may not ever do so, the simple fact is 
that with any allied will whatsoever, 
Iraq under Hussein has no hope of tech
nological or industrial progress, as 
long as Iraq remains entrenched in 
Kuwait. 

It would be a grievous mistake for 
the administration to abandon the 
sanctions and launch an offensive war. 
The two armies deployed in the Persian 
Gulf Desert are the most lethal and 
technologically advanced forces ever 
gathered. Combat will be brutal, mas
sive, and unpredictable. 

Some casualty estimates from expert 
military sources have been in excess of 
50,000 over months of combat. Some es
timates have been less-say in the area 
of 1,000 casualties. This latter figure is 
most unlikely. We won't be embarked 
on a Grenada holiday. But even so, why 
suffer 1,000 casualties if we do not have 
to? 

In addition, it is unclear whether 
there is sufficient logistic and other 
support for U.S. forces should combat 
occur. It is disheartening to read that 
our medical personnel in the gulf are 
having problems getting the equipment 
they will need to best serve our men 
and women. 

Serious questions need to be an
swered as to whether the allies will 
support, cooperate with, and partici
pate in offensive actions. Much has 
been made of the willingness of other 
nations to provide forces for the gulf 
action, but there is virtually no discus
sion of what they would do should com
bat occur. I ask, if Saudi Arabia and 
other Arab forces aren't really there to 
fight, why should our youth suffer the 
brunt? To be this close to an offensive 
launch against Iraq without a commit
ment of total allied Arab support is lu
dicrous. 

I specifically asked the administra
tion about what support we will have 
from our allies. Secretary Cheney re
plied: 
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Each nation that has deployed forces to 

the region has worked out an arrangement if 
you will, those who have troops in Saudi 
Arabia, with the Saudis. I am sure there 
probably are varying levels of commitment. 
Their commitment now is to have forces 
there. Some of them are fully committed to 
defending Saudi Arabia should there be con
flict, and some of them, I would guess, would 
go further and join in an effort to liberate 
Kuwait. So it varies. Each one of those gov
ernments will have to make in a sense a po
litical decision as to whether or not they 
would participate in the kind of action that 
would be required were we to use force to im
plement the U.N. resolutions. 

As the new world order develops, we 
may be bogged down in the Mideast 
with 400,000 of our best young people in 
peril. Japan,. which gets 65 percent of 
its oil from the Mideast, is sending 
only some noncombatant personnel. 
Germany, which imports 94 percent of 
its oil and is highly dependent on the 
international oil market, if not di
rectly on gulf oil, can get off with some 
minesweepers and miscellaneous equip
ment. If fighting breaks out, U.S. 
troops will bear the brunt of the fight
ing and "allied casualties" will mean 
U.S. dead. Meanwhile, Gorbachev is 
bringing military repression to the 
Baltic regions. 

And at home the people hope for the 
administrations' greater commitment 
to jobs, the economy, health care, 
homelessness, drugs, the deficit and 
the environment. Everyone knows 
these crucial matters will be on the 
back burner if the Middle East is burn
ing. 

And so, we approach several of the 
most profoundly important votes of the 
Congress in our history. As is the case 
with many Presidents of both political 
parties, our President is loathe to 
share power with the coequal Congress 
in matters of foreign policy. 

But the Constitution puts us here 
with a job to do. And the American 
people-of all points of view on this 
conflict-overwhelmingly demand that 
the Congress vote on a declaration of 
war before launching any offensive hos
tilities. 

Such power ultimately is not up to 
one man, but the collective wisdom of 
the people through their elected rep
resen ta ti ves. 

Mr. Speaker, if the President 
launched an offensive war in the Mid
dle East, it would be the most tragic 
mistake of his career. He should show 
his leadership by helping bring peace to 
this strife-torn region. 

Vote "yes" for the Hamilton-Gep
hardt amendment. It is a vote for life 
and the vote of a lifetime. 

D 1750 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER], the rank
ing member of the Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, it would be a tragedy of 
historical proportion if we do not sup
port our President in his leadership in 
this crisis that we face. 

A tragedy if we do not support the 
resolutions of the United Nations, and 
it would be a tragedy akin to the trag
edy of Munich, a tragedy akin to our 
rejection of the League of Nations, 
which led to sowing the seeds for the 
Second World War. 

Indeed, if we here reject our Presi
dent's call for support, we will bear the 
burden, we will be responsible for de
stroying the opportunity for a new 
world order. 

We must be very careful, Mr. Speak
er, that we face harsh reality rather 
than wishful thinking. Goodness knows 
we all want to believe that sanctions 
would work by themselves. We yearn to 
believe that sanctions could get us out 
of this crisis. But we must face the 
hard facts. 

In the Intelligence Committee we 
have sat for hours, indeed days, wres
tling with this issue. And while much 
of the information is classified, at least 
this much can be said: First of all we 
have excellent intelligence on the 
warmaking capabilities of Saddam 
Hussein. Ladies and gentlemen, sad to 
say, there is absolutely no evidence, 
none whatsoever, that he is beginning 
even the most preliminary prepara
tions to withdraw. Further, there is no 
evidence that sanctions will work. 

Now, we have heard the assertions 
that sanctions will work. In fact, we 
have even heard references to Judge 
Webster, Director of the CIA, suggest
ing that sanctions would work. 

I am sure nobody wants to misstate 
Judge Webster, nobody wants to not 
quote him accurately. So perhaps those 
statements were previously made inad
vertently. 

We have a letter dated today from 
Judge Webster in which he says em
phatically that there was no evidence 
that sanctions would mandate a change 
in Saddam Hussein's behavior and 
there was no evidence when or even if 
he could be forced out of Kuwait. 

So much for Judge Webster saying 
that sanctions would work. 

The sad, hard evidence is that there 
is no evidence that sanctions can work, 
and indeed we must face that reality. 
In fact, all of the evidence in the intel
ligence community worldwide suggests 
that it would take not months but 
years at best for sanctions to work, 2, 
3, 4, 5 years. 

Surely the coalition is not going to 
stand together for that period of time. 
Yes, there will be people hurt if sanc
tions continue, but it will be the people 
of Iraq. All the evidence shows that the 
military has the capacity and the capa
bility to remain strong for several 
years. 

The military in Iraq has a massive 
stockpile of spare parts and those spare 
parts are not being used, sitting there 

in the desert. Yes, sad to say, there is 
leakage in the embargo. And in fact, 
critical selective parts are the ones 
that can be most easily smuggled into 
Iraq, and it is also sad to say that there 
are hundreds of companies and individ
uals which are already trying to smug
gle parts into Iraq. 

So the sad conclusion that we must 
come to, the harsh reality, rather than 
the wishful thinking, is that unless 
Saddam withdraws voluntarily within 
the next few days, only force will re
move him. We must face that as a re
sponsible Congress and recognize that 
we must support the President. 

Finally, the issue of burden sharing: 
75 percent of all the incremental costs 
incurred in Desert Shield during 1990 
have been borne by our allies and not 
by us, and 40 percent of the troops in 
the Persian Gulf are our· allies' troops, 
not only our troops. 

So there is a substantial burden shar
ing. 

Now I quickly acknowledge there are 
some who are not doing their fair 
share. 

Japan is a disgrace. There must be a 
reckoning. But that reckoning should 
come after we deal with this inter
national crisis. 

Let us support the President and do 
our duty. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER]. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Indiana for 
yielding to me. 

I rise in support of the gentleman 
from Indiana and Congressman GEP
HARDT' s resolution. I think it fits ex
actly what we know about leadership. 
What we have learned over and over 
and over again about leadership is, 
first, you commit the Nation and then 
you commit the troops. 

0 1800 
Tonight we are talking about are we 

going to go even further and commit 
the troops way beyond where the Na
tion is committed. I think the Hamil
ton-Gephardt resolution fits exactly 
where we are in our commitments. No. 
1, it protects U.S. forces. It allows use 
of force, if our U.S. forces overseas are 
attacked. That is very important. No. 
2, it keeps our commitment to defend 
Saudi Arabia and use force if Saudi 
Arabia is attacked. The American peo
ple support that, and that makes sense. 
Then it also allows for use of force if 
the sanctions are violated in any man
ner, and that is our commitment, and 
that makes sense. 

Mr. Speaker, what it does not do is 
say that we are going to put everything 
out there and go for it on the 15th. I do 
not know why we cut off our options 
and decided that on January 15 we had 
to give the President what is the equiv
alent of a declaration of war. That 
makes no sense to me. That cuts off 
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our options and really allows Saddam 
Hussein to dictate to us, a very power
ful nation, what we will or will not do 
after the 15th. 

Therefore, I think we in this legisla
tive body should not give up that very 
important constitutional, democratic 
prerogative we have to exercise our 
judgment. 

I have heard Member after Member 
come down and say we must support 
the President. I grew up in a family 
that had hanging over its fireplace the 
following applique, and it said, "We 
owe allegience to no king." That is 
what this democratic principle is all 
about. This is not a country where we 
recognize that one person has all the 
wisdom. Every one of us has feet of 
clay, and the best judgment we can 
have is a lot of collective judgment in 
this wonderful Republic. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I think it is very 
important that the U.S. Congress stay 
the commitments that have been made 
that the American people support, 
which we do with Hamilton-Gephardt, 
but do not give up our right to stay in 
the loop. We gave it up much too long, 
but we are now getting in the loop. We 
must stay in that loop, and we must 
make sure before we commit the lives 
of our young people and many lives of 
innocent civilians in Saudi Arabia and 
all sorts of other countries in the Per
sian Gulf region, we really have ex
hausted every other remedy. 

Now I just heard the prior speaker in 
the well talking about Judge Webster. 
I was on the Committee on Armed 
Services when Judge Webster testified 
about the sanctions, and Judge Web
ster said the sanctions are working vis
a-vis shutting off things coming into 
Iraq. The important thing about this 
embargo is that what Iraq must do is 
get its oil out to get cash in to be able 
to buy anything. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. If the gentleman 
will let me finish, I think what the 
gentleman was saying is he was 
quoting the letter from Judge Webster 
saying, "If thP.y are successful, it does 
not necessarily say it's going to change 
Saddam Hussein's mind." No, no one is 
saying it is going to change his mind, 
but let me tell you what it is going to 
change. It is going to change his eco
nomic conditions, it is going to weaken 
the supplies to his military, it is going 
to weaken his reinforcements. Every 
day that we keep those sanctions on, 
Saddam Hussein gets weaker and 
weaker. 

Mr. Speaker, what I am saying to the 
gentleman is we are a superpower. 
There is no one who questions whether 
or not we can take care of Iraq today 
or much later than today. That is not 
the issue. Everybody knows that. The 
real issue is every day these sanctions 
are in effect; No. 1, he gets weaker, so 
he is easier to take care of; but, No. 2. 

the potential of his own people finally 
catching on, or others in the region fi
nally catching on and being able to do 
this without bloodshed, I think be
comes a higher and higher probability, 
and the ref ore I think it is very impor
tant that we allow the sanctions to go 
on for a longer time. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DAVIS] . 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker, I believe 
that the Nation is committed. The Na
tion is committed, I think, to support
ing President Bush and the Solarz
Michel resolution. In fact, I kind of re
gret that we have three different reso
lutions to vote on because I am fearful 
that a lot of the people who are going 
to vote for the President's resolution 
are also going to vote for the other two 
resolutions, which in my mind would 
be a copout. I think we ought to stand 
up, vote for or against the President's 
resolution and be recognized that way. 

Mr. Speaker, I was in the Persian 
Gulf, as many of the Members here 
were, and I am sure that all of the peo
ple back home would be very proud of 
the men and women who are serving us 
there. One of the things that we were 
asked when we were there by the men 
and women of the various branches of 
the service is how do the people back 
home feel and do they support us while 
we are over here, and this debate dur
ing the next 3 days I think is very, very 
important. It is a legitimate issue to 
talk about sanctions, and those people 
who believe we ought to wait for sanc
tions to work I think are going to find 
that, no matter how long we wait, 
there is no way that sanctions in and of 
themselves will chase Saddam Hussein 
out of Kuwait. I think he would see the 
men, the women, the children, the ba
bies in his country starve to death be
fore he would leave because of sanc
tions. Saddam Hussein has plundered 
Kuwait, and when we find out the 
atrocities that he has committed 
against the people of Kuwait, I am sure 
that we are going to be extremely 
upset. 

As has been said before and will be 
said again, Saddam Hussein does have 
chemical weapons, he has got biologi
cal weapons, and probably in the not
too-distant future he will have a nu
clear capability. The President of the 
United States does not want a war. I do 
not want a war. None of us wants a 
war. But the question is how long do 
we wait. If we wait for sanctions to 
work for a long period of time, it is 
just going to give Saddam Hussein an
other opportunity to heap misery on 
the people who live in Kuwait. 

This is a well-thought-out resolution. 
Frankly what it says is that the Presi
dent must certify to the Congress and 
the American people that this country 
has tried every single diplomatic way 
to peaceably get Saddam Hussein out 
of Kuwait, and if at that time he has 

determined that nothing has worked, 
then this resolution authorizes him to 
proceed with military action. 

This is one of those issues, and I 
know we all look at polls. We all see 
how many people have written us sup
porting what the President wants to 
do, how many people want to wait for 
sanctions to work. But to me this is an 
issue, the most important issue obvi
ously that I will ever vote on when I 
am in Congress, and probably the rest 
of us, too. This is an issue that we can
not look at the polls. We have to do 
what we think is right regardless of 
what our constituents think. Yes, we 
need to listen to them. They have good 
ideas. But this is an issue that we have 
to support the President. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is the 
right way to go, and I would urge my 
colleagues that are going to support 
this resolution that the President 
wants us not to vote for the other two 
resolutions. I do not intend to. I am 
going to stand up and be counted. Sup
port the President. He is doing the 
right thing, and I think it is a cop-out 
if we vote for the other two resolu
tions. 

So, I urge my colleagues, and I do be
lieve that this will pass, I think it will 
pass by a reasonable margin, and I 
think it is the right thing to do. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
6 minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI]. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, first 
of all I would like to compliment my 
colleagues. I thought I would come 
here today and see much more rancor, 
and we have not had it, and I com
pliment my colleagues because first 
and foremost I would like to say that 
reasonable men can differ, and cer
tainly even the President, who may 
have a policy, and those of us who may 
oppose that policy, can differ, and can 
do it reasonably. 

We have here in my estimation two 
issues. I hope we can resolve at least 
one, the constitutional issue of wheth
er or not the Congress does have to 
participate by performing its constitu
tionally required function of exercising 
the power to declare war. 

D 1810 
Of the three resolutions we are con

sidering, the President's resolution, in 
my estimation, in effect if not in 
words, is clearly a declaration of war, 
and that is how it should be. I hope we 
do not stand in this well 6 months or 1 
year or 2 years from now, or after what 
may happen, and have anyone say that 
is not the authority that this House 
was delegating to the President of the 
United States. Once the resolution sup
porting the President's position is 
passed, there is no question in my 
mind, and I hope there is not a ques
tion in the minds of my colleagues, 
that no future action really has to be 
taken by the Congress of the United 
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States for the President to go to war. 
The full decisive powers of war and 
peace will rest with the President. 

I am satisfied in my mind that such 
a resolution will comply with the Con
stitution. I am not satisfied that the 
Congress should give that prerogative 
to the President without being an ac
tive participant in that decision, but if 
we wish to give him that power and 
give him a blank check, let us recog
nize that that is what we are doing 
when we vote on that resolution. 

That takes me to the second ques
tion. Should we or should we not go 
into war now? Should we authorize the 
possibility of the President's putting 
us to war now? The question in my 
mind, and in the minds of many people 
I talk to, although they are patriotic 
and I consider myself patriotic also, al
though they are willing to serve and 
willing to die for this country and for 
freedom, is this: Why are we really 
there? Do we have a moral imperative 
for war? 

I have to confess that at this moment 
I find no question that we were justi
fied in the actions and the support this 
Congress gave to the President on Au
gust 2. He did the right thing. We 
should defend the oil of the world. We 
should defend our friends when they 
are about to be invaded, and we did 
that, and we did it successfully. 

The action taken by the President on 
August 2, also supported and defended 
Americans who were in jeopardy in a 
foreign country. We protected them, 
and we did it successfully. 

We are now at the last two parts of 
what the President says is a four-point 
program: Whether or not we regain the 
State of Kuwait and whether we rein
state the Emir of Kuwait and his gov
ernment. I do not think this is such a 
morally pressing problem to the Amer
ican people that they want to be the 
police force of the world to accomplish 
these goals. I can think of many places 
in the world that warrant intervention 
by American Armed Forces to protect 
democratic principles far more than 
the intervention in Kuwait. 

But I, too, like so many of my friends 
and so many of my constituents, some
times hear the outlandish statements 
that Saddam Hussein is making, to the 
point that I feel like putting on my 
uniform and going back in and vol un
tarily being a one-man hit squad. 

Our emotions are there. We resent 
his arrogance. We resent his insult to 
the President of this country and to 
the world. We know we are right and he 
is wrong. But right and might must be 
exercised properly. 

There is not any question in this 
Chamber, nor should there be any ques
tion with the American people, that we 
are capable of inflicting upon Iraq and 
Saddam Hussein a vicious attack of 
military might like the world has 
never seen. We do not even suggest 
that that is a possible issue. The ques-

tion is when and how, particularly 
when that might should be used. It is 
important for the President to under
stand that he has the luxury of time to 
debate this question. We have time to 
develop a moral imperative of why 
America and American men and women 
should fight in Kuwait. We have time 
to structure an international code of 
criminal conduct which will be used in 
this and future regional conflicts. I am 
pragmatic enough to recognize that 
peace in our time has not come and we 
should take this time to structure it. 

First and foremost, we should how
ever, take the time to wear down the 
Iraqi Armed Forces before we use our 
might, so that if our forces are com
mitted, they are faced against the least 
powerful force possible. If we wait for 
sanctions to take effect Iraq's military 
will be weakened and fewer of our sol
diers will die. If the one luxury we have 
in this Republic is time, the second 
luxury is the one we are taking to
night. We have the opportunity to de
bate. The third luxury we have is the 
right of deliberation. 

Finally I want to say that if majority 
decides, to declare war, even if my vote 
was in the negative, I will stand with 
the majority decision of the Congress 
and the President. If we go to war, I 
want to assure the American people 
that I will support the American Army 
in the field. They will have been di
rected to fight through a constitu
tional process, which we are undertak
ing tonight. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
vice chairman of the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs, 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. WYLIE]. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the President's re
quest that we pass a bipartisan resolu
tion which authorizes the use of force 
by the United States to implement the 
U.N. Resolution 678. 

I have arrived at this decision with a 
great deal of difficulty and with a tre
mendous amount of empathy for the 
young men and women in our Armed 
Forces who may be put in harm's way. 

I say this because, as the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL] mentioned a 
little earlier, I have personally experi
enced the horrors of combat in World 
War II. I was honored to have re
ceived-I say received because one does 
not go out in the morning and try to 
win a Silver Star, a Bronze Star, a Pur
ple Heart, a French Croix de Guerre, 
and a Belgian Fouragier. 

All of us have hoped that the current 
crisis could be resolved without using 
force. We still hold out that hope. The 
President and Secretary Baker have 
worked relentlessly and tirelessly to 
find a peaceful solution to this prob
lem, and they continue to do so. I am 
very proud of both of them. Hopefully, 
Saddam Hussein will soon realize that 
he has made a serious error in judg-

ment and withdraw his forces from Ku
wait. But one way or another, it is im
portant that the expansionist designs 
of Saddam Hussein be checked as of 
now. 

The United Nations' resolution sets 
the date of January 15 for Iraq to with
draw its armed forces from Kuwait. If 
we, the Congress, waver from that date 
and ask for concessions from the other 
signatories, we would put at risk the 
other governments that have stood 
with us. 

The United States cannot be the 
country to back off first. As the long
recognized leader of the free world, we 
have a responsibility to maintain the 
coalition because this is the first test 
of the new post-cold war era as to 
whether or not we are going to allow 
an unprovoked aggression to stand. If 
it does stand, I think it would set a 
dangerous precedent. 

Is it right that we are defending the 
oil fields and the pipeline supply for 
oil? It may very well be. If left alone, 
this unscrupulous man could control 70 
percent of the world's oil supply, which 
could have very serious consequences 
for the economies of all nations and for 
the economic well-being of America. 
But if Saddam Hussein were to corner 
the oil market in the Middle East, he 
would no doubt use his profits to fuel 
his military machine. This would put 
us all at risk. It would put at risk all 
of the governments in the region who 
have stood with us and asked for our 
help in seeing that the menace of an 
Iraq with nuclear or chemical weapons 
would not be allowed to become the 
dominant military force in this part of 
the world. 

Quite clearly, Saddam Hussein must 
be stopped sooner rather than later. 
Twenty-seven nations have sent forces 
to the Middle East, and they have 
trusted the United States to be sup
portive. If Congress denies our Nation's 
Commander in Chief the backing he 
needs, then we are asking our Amer
ican service men and women to stay in
definitely in the desert sand while Iraq 
strengthens its positions, both mili
tarily and politically. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the President 
has acted responsibly and in the best 
interest of our country, and I urge sup
port of the bipartisan Solarz-Michel 
Resolution. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. LANCASTER]. 

D 1820 
Mr. LANCASTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

in support of the resolution which 
would authorize the use of military 
force to push Saddam Hussein's Iraqi 
force out of Kuwait if Saddam has not 
ended his occupation of that country 
by January 15. 

Saddam Hussein has thumbed his 
nose at international law. He has spat 
upon it as he makes his own rules in 
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the volatile region of the Middle East. 
He has brutalized and destroyed the 
86-vereign State of Kuwait. He has 
threatened to use his deadly weapons 
to burn his enemies. He is aggressively 
developing a nuclear capability to add 
to his formidable arsenal of chemical 
and biological weapons. Make no mis
take about it. If we shrink from our re
sponsibilities today, tomorrow we will 
face him at the end of the barrel of an
other gun, but next time it will be 
loaded with nuclear weapons. 

We must recognize that Saddam Hus
sein does not build weapons as a means 
of deterrence: he builds weapons to use 
them. Indeed, he has already dem
onstrated this by using deadly chemi
cal weapons against his own people. 
Thus we must recognize the serious
ness of his threatening statements, be
cause Saddam Hussein is a dangerous 
man. 

Diplomatic overtures on our part 
have been met by arrogance, intran
sigence, and further threats to our al
lies in the region. Saddam will not 
change his dangerous ways unless he is 
convinced that he will suffer for his ac
tions. In this regard the U.N. resolu
tion authorizing the use of force has 
sent a clear message to Saddam that 
the international community is totally 
committed to check further Iraqi ag
gression and to deter future use of the 
deadly weapons which Saddam has in 
his arsenal, as well as the nuclear arms 
he is rushing to obtain. As a Congress 
we must add our voice to this inter
national demand. 

Saddam understands force. He should 
understand the seriousness of the U .N. 
resolution and the consequences he will 
suffer should he choose to ignore the 
meaning of that resolution. We can add 
significant weight to that message by 
passing this resolution. 

We, on the other hand, must under
stand that the resolution is not a warn
ing flag which portends an inevitable 
war. Indeed, it may be the vehicle 
which avoids the use of the very force 
it authorizes, as Saddam Hussein must 
surely realize that war with the United 
States can only bring him certain and 
devastating defeat. 

In hearings conducted by the House 
Armed Services Committee, it became 
clear to me that while sanctions have 
had a negative impact on the morale 
and ability of Iraq to wage war, they 
alone will never be successful in bring
ing down Saddam. Furthermore, to 
have more significant impact than 
they have had thus far will require 
many months-months that our men 
and women in uniform will continue to 
live in the hostile environment of the 
desert-months during which the frag
ile alliance will begin to fray and per
haps completely unravel-months that 
we do not have. 

As a Vietnam veteran, I have special 
understanding of the horrors of war. 
Though my service was at sea in the 

Gulf of Tonkin, pilots from the carrier 
on which I served never returned and 
friends incountry were casualties of 
that awful conflict. I do not want to 
see the United States go to war; and I 
do not want to see American lives lost 
as a result of such conflict if it were to 
occur. I submit that my fellow veter
ans, among them our President and 
military leaders, do not want to see the 
United States go to war either. They 
have been there and they, too, know 
the human cost of war. 

But we must also know the cost of 
weakness in the face of aggression. His
tory has shown again and again that 
failure to stand up to aggression leads 
to conflagration and a world consumed 
by war. 

Thus the stand.oft in the desert is a 
true test of strength and resolve. At 
this critical point in time, a point at 
which every action we take and every 
statement we make may have critical 
consequences in terms of its impact on 
progress toward settlement of the gulf 
crisis, Congress must resolve to work 
toward unity of purpose, not toward di
visiveness or narrow political concerns. 

We must speak with one strong voice 
to be heard by Saddam Hussein. Fail
ure to do so allows Saddam to profess 
that the United States is not united 
fully against him. He will surely ex
ploit this division in his attempt to de
rail forces allied against him. 

Congress must add its voice to that 
of the United Nations in reaffirming 
our firm commitment to the suprem
acy of international law. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BATE
MAN]. 

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. Let me 
commend the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. LANCASTER] who pro
ceeded me for the eloquence of his com
ments. 

Mr. Speaker, much has been said in 
the course of our discussion so far 
about supporting the President. I rise 
in support of the President and of the 
resolution that he asked us to adopt. 
But I would not rise to do so, nor would 
any Member of this body rise to do so, 
if we were supporting the President in 
a position that was not honorable, 
which was not just, which was not cor
rect, and which was unworthy of our 
support. 

None of these considerations need 
even to bother us as we discuss this or 
alternative resolutions, because this 
body, and the other body, in October 
have already commended the President 
for the policies he enunciated on behalf 
of the American people, and for his 
conduct of our diplomacy in the after
math of Saddam Hussein's invasion of 
Kuwait on August 2. 

We have in this body and the other 
body commended the United Nations 
for the then 11 resolutions that had 

been adopted by the Security Council. 
There is no issue, there is no dispute 
about American foreign policy or its 
objectives. We are down only to the 
question of what methods are to be 
used to implement and achieve those 
objectives. 

There are those who say we must not 
authorize the use of military force and 
that we must allow economic sanctions 
to work and to give it all the time that 
is required for them to work. 

I appreciate that latter view, but it 
flies in the face of the overwhelming 
burden of the testimony that we have 
heard in our hearings, that economic 
sanctions alone without a credible 
threat of force will not work and will 
not achieve our o'bj.ectives. 

Saddam Hussein has demonstrated 
through his foreign minister with Sec
retary Baker yesterday that he is not 
inclined to do that which we must re
quire of him because he obviously does 
not believe yet there is a credible 
threat of force. 

If this body adopts any of the resolu
tions before it except for the Solarz
Michel resolution, we will have sent an 
unequivocal message to Saddam Hus
sein that you do not have any threat of 
force against you which is credible at 
all. We will have said to him in one res
olution, do not worry about it at all. 
You do not need to worry about a 
threat of force at all until some unde
termined period when the Congress 
may get about another and further pro
tracted debate, and then force a mili
tary action. 

The other alternative is he has an in
definite period of time while we sit and 
wait to determine whether or not eco
nomic sanctions alone will work. The 
evidence is they will not. 

It is assumed by those who say let 
economic sanctions have time to work 
that nothing is going to change while 
we wait and that time is irrevocably on 
our side. 

The burden of the evidence, the intel
ligence that has been gathered and is 
available to us, suggests that time is 
not on our side, that time is on the side 
of Saddam Hussein. 

We have the opportunity by over
whelming passage of the Solarz-Michel 
resolution to send the inalterable, un
equivocal message to Saddam Hussein, 
that he will face military consequences 
unless he adheres to the U.N. resolu
tions. That is the message we need to 
send. It should be unequivocal, and it is 
the only message most likely to make 
it possible to achieve the objectives we 
all agree are legitimate, without the 
necessity of force, and if force must be 
used now, that it will be much lesser 
force than will be required if it must be 
used later, and I think will be irrev
ocably and inextricably required. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
6 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. WAXMAN]. 
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Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 

voice my opPosition to authorizing of
fensive military action at this time. 

There is no question in my mind that 
Saddam Hussein's brutal takeover and 
annexation of Kuwait represents an 
outrageous violation of international 
law and civilized behavior. The manner 
in which Hussein has ravaged Kuwait 
and its inhabitants, held thousands of 
foreign nationals as hostages or human 
shields, and threatened to destroy 
those that oppose him has brought 
Iraq's deplorable human rights record 
to an alltime low. It is very clear to me 
that by opposing Iraq's naked aggres
sion, we are on the right side of this 
issue. 

Mr. Speaker, despite my view that 
now is not the time to authorize offen
sive action, I think that President 
Bush deserves credit for his initial re
sponse to Iraq's invasion of Kuwait. His 
effort to organize a worldwide coalition 
against Iraq through the United Na
tions and his decisions to defend Saudi 
Arabia deserve praise. In addition, his 
orchestration of international sanc
tions against Iraq was an impressive 
display of diplomacy and statesman
ship. I applaud these actions and the 
objectives stated for the United States 
in these efforts. 

At the same time, I have had serious 
problems with some of the administra
tion's performance. I find it deeply 
troubling that our allies have failed to 
carry their share of the Desert Shield 
load. Once again, it seems to be as
sumed that the United States will bear 
the greatest burden in both costs and 
lives. The sight of American officials 
traveling the globe to solicit funds 
from our allies for an operation that is 
more in their interests than ours, pre
sents an uncomfortable picture of a 
post-cold-war world in which America 
bears the brunt of our collective secu
rity burden. 

Furthermore, the United States per
mitted four United Nations resolutions 
condemning Israel, our staunchest ally. 
By appeasing the so-called sensitivities 
of some of our coalition partners, I fear 
that we may have sent a signal to some 
that may lead them to think that we 
have abandoned our most trusted 
friend in the Middle East. 

In this instance, there are· two criti
cal decisions before us. The first con
cerns who has the power to declare war 
or authorize the use of offensive force. 
I adamantly disagree with President 
Bush's assertion that he does not need 
congressional authority to wage war 
against Iraq. The Constitution is very 
clear on this point: Congress shall have 
the power to declare war. In order to 
make this point absolutely clear to the 
President, I am proud to be a cosponsor 
of the Bennett-Durbin resolution. 

The second, more problematic deci
sion facing this Congress is whether we 
should authorize offensive military ac
tion on or after January 15. While I re-

spect those who hold the view that war 
can never be a viable option, that is 
not my position. I firmly believe that 
there are causes worth going to war for 
and there are instances in which war 
cannot and should not be avoided. It 
may well be that war will be required 
of us in the Persian Gulf as the only 
vehicle for saving the region from a 
greater catastrophe at a later date. But 
the case has not been made for a war 
now. 

In addition, there remain serious 
questions of timing and strategy about 
which I disagree with the Bush Admin
istration. I am by no means alone in 
this assessment. Former Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Adm. William 
J. Crowe, Jr., told the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee that immediate 
military action would be contrary to 
sound military judgment. Another 
former Chairman, Gen. David C. Jones, 
agreed with this sentiment. Even more 
chilling is the fact that one of the 
highest ranking officers in the Persian 
Gulf theater, Lt. Gen. Calvin Waller, 
flatly declared that our forces are not 
ready for offensive action. Assuming 
these experts are credible--and I do-
the administration's fixation on Janu
ary 15 has no military or diplomatic ra
tionale. If this is the case, what is the 
rush? 

Also, given the flurry of diplomatic 
activity now taking place, why must 
we close the door to a diplomatic solu
tion by January 15? The sanctions and 
embargo are having an impact. Nobody 
expected that an embargo against a 
country with the natural resources of 
Iraq would be an overnight success. For 
each day we wait the sanctions only 
become more effective and take their 
toll on Iraq's ability and desire to hold 
out. If we authorize war now, we could 
be precluding any solution other than 
bloodshed. I realize that some com
mentators claim that we can defeat 
Iraq in a short period of time with lim
ited casualties. This might be true. 
Nevertheless, history, and more re
cently, Vietnam, have taught us that it 
is a folly to predict the course of war. 
Once we cross the Saudi border, there 
is no way of predicting precisely and 
completely what will result. 

While I do not support authorizing 
military action at this time, I believe 
there is a definitive shape any diplo
matic solution must take. First, Iraq's 
withdrawal from Kuwait cannot be an 
end in itself. As long as Saddam Hus
sein's military power remains intact, 
Iraq remains a threat to American in
terests and friends in the region. I do 
not doubt that if Hussein is allowed to 
walk away from this conflict, military 
intact, he will become an even more 
dangerous, long-term threat. Our 
goal-whether through force of diplo
macy-must be regional security and 
the limitation, containment, or re
moval of Iraq's offensive capabilities. 
Only the elimination or vast diminu-

tion of Saddam Hussein's demonstrated 
destructive powers can justify the sac
rifice of military and civilian lives. 

Second, Iraq's withdrawal from Ku
wait must be total and prompt. There 
can be no doubt that Hussein did not 
benefit from his naked aggression. 

Finally, there can be absolutely no 
linkage between Hussein's occupation 
of Kuwait and Israel's control of the 
West Bank and the Gaza Strip. Hussein 
took Kuwait in an unprovoked act of 
aggression while the West Bank and 
Gaza came under Israel's control as a 
result of a defensive war against Arab 
attackers. Arguments linking these 
two issues are fallacious and ill-con
ceived. To lend any credence to Hus
sein's claims is only to play into his 
hands. Saddam Hussein did not invade 
Kuwait on behalf of the Palestinians. 
We must not allow him to claim the 
slightest bid of credit for any move
ment on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, when an exhaustive and 
rational search for peace has failed, I, 
with other Members of this body, will 
have no course but to support rational 
military action. When I am convinced 
that war is the only manner in which 
we can settle the crisis in the Persian 
Gulf, I will support an authorization of 
offensive action and do everything I 
can to see that our troops will win 
quickly and decisively. 

Mr. Speaker, if the time comes for 
war, I will vote for war. Now is not the 
time. 

0 1830 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 6 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG]. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 
history will be made this week as we in 
Congress vote on whether or not to au
thorize the use of military force in the 
Middle East. 

Throughout the years, securing peace 
and freedom and deterring aggression 
has been costly. As history tells us, 
turning a blind eye to Hitler-like ag
gressions now can lead to a future of 
grave consequences for all nations of 
the world. 

The lessons of World War II and other 
wars must lead us here today. 

The President has asked the Congress 
for a resolution supporting the use of 
force in the Gulf as a last resort. Many 
of my friends on the liberal side of this 
question oppose any use of force in this 
situation-they argue that the conflict 
is not about naked aggression, not 
about the rape and destruction of Ku
wait, not about human rights atroc
ities, and not about a united world 
standing against the totalitarian des
pot Saddam Hussein. 

They argue that the conflict is over 
economics, self-interest, greed, and 
money. In short, they argue that the 
conflict is over oil and only oil, and 
that oil is not worth sending our young 
people to die for. 
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I tell those voices, if this conflict is 

only about oil I agree with you; not 
one drop of American blood should be 
shed over a commodity like oil. 

I have been saying for years that this 
country can be much more energy inde
pendent than it is now. With a little 
cooperation from this body, my own 
State can and will continue to play a 
major role in reducing American de
pendence on foreign oil and gas. 

With foresight we can utilize a mix of 
conservation, oil and gas, hydro, clean 
coal, and yes, nuclear power to ensure 
that this Nation can supply itself with 
all the energy it needs, forever. 

I urge all my colleagues, especially 
those who say they cannot support the 
President because they feel this con
flict is simply over oil, to join me in 
support of my bill calling for increased 
American energy production. 

Many of us feel this conflict is not 
simply about oil. We feel that while oil 
is part of the conflict we also feel there 
are loftier principles involved. 

I believe there is much more involved 
here than oil and money. I have asked 
myself is Saddam Hussein an outright 
aggressor? Has he willfully invaded and 
sacked a neighboring country murder
ing and torturing its citizens? 

The answer is "Yes." 
Does Iraq possess chemical weapons? 

Will he likely possess nuclear weapons 
and has he indicated the potential to 
use them? 

Again, the answer is "Yes." 
Is Hussein likely to have territorial 

desires beyond Kuwait? Yes. 
Has Hussein had over 5 months to 

comply? Has the President of the Unit
ed States proposed 15 separate dates for 
face-to-face meetings? Answer: Yes. 

Should Hussein be stopped and Ku
wait restored? Answer: Yes. 

For those of us who feel the conflict 
is larger than our need for oil the unde
niable conclusion is that Iraq must 
leave Kuwait and do so in compliance 
with the wishes of the entire world 
community. 

The key remaining questions are 
when-and how? I want to provide time 
for the embargo and diplomacy to 
work. 

I want to avoid the death of even one 
U.S. service man or woman. And I want 
peace. I also want to let the Saddam 
Husseins' of the world know that ille
gal invasions will not be tolerated and 
will be stopped. 

This country has maintained a sol
emn commitment to protecting peace 
through strength. The new world order 
we are beginning to see is a direct re
sult of that commitment and we must 
join the world in sending a signal to all 
those fanatics who would hold us hos
tage. 

History teaches us that we should 
give peace every possible chance but i t 
also teaches us that we cannot abide 
peace at any price. For accepting peace 
regardless of the costs only sets the 

stage for much more costly and dev
astating conflicts in the future. 

Upon his return from his last visit 
with Adolf Hitler, the great appeaser 
Neville Chamberlain was told by Sir 
Winston Churchill, "you had a choice 
between war and dishonor, you chose 
dishonor and you will have war any
way". 

The longer we rely on the embargo 
and diplomatic efforts, the tougher and 
bloodier the conflict will be if those ef
forts fail. 

Nearly the entire world has set Janu
ary 15 as the deadline for Iraq's with
drawal from Kuwait. How long after 
the deadline should we continue embar
go and diplomatic efforts? I do not 
know. 

I know that at some point, whether 1 
day, one week, one month, .or one year 
after the deadline we must decide if the 
costs and risks of continuing diplo
matic efforts outweigh their benefits. 
That awesome determination and deci
sion lies at the outset with the Presi
dent and then that decision must be 
confirmed or rejected by us in this 
great body. 

As our Chief Executive and our Com
mander in Chief, the President must 
have flexibility in that intial decision. 
Congress can and should encourage the 
President to use every means possible 
to find a peaceful solution and we can 
and should authorize the use of force as 
one last resort option. 

To the cynics I say that there has 
been open discussion, there has been 
consultation with Congress, there have 
been diplomatic initiatives and this 
president has operated in good faith. 
He has united the world against Iraq, 
he has brought our hostages home, and 
he has stood unquestionably for the 
rule of law and justice. 

I urge my colleagues to give the 
President and our troops our full sup
port. 

History has taught us that Congres·s 
has a legitimate role to play in judging 
and influencing the actions of presi
dents. 

President Bush has acted in good 
faith; let us give him the authority to 
use force if necessary. Let's stand unit
ed as a nation and let us send a clear 
and upmistakable message of Amer
ican resolve. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ken
tucky [Mr. MAZZO LI]. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, first I 
would like to extend congratulations 
to my colleague, LEE HAMILTON. Not 
only has the gentleman from Indiana 
been my friend, but our districts adjoin 
across the Ohio River, and so I have 
had the opportunity to observe his per
formance for many years. I am now 
happy that the merit that we knew he 
had, but was somewhat hidden under 
the bushel basket, is now for the entire 
country and the world t o view because 

he is certainly bringing great dignity 
to this debate. 

D 1840 
I would like to extend congratula

tions to the majority leader, who has 
shown his leadership on this issue, as 
well as the budget issue last autumn; 
Speaker FOLEY, because it is Speaker 
FOLEY who showed the courage and the 
tenacity to bring this issue up as it 
ought to be brought up; and certainly 
last, but not least, the President of the 
United States, who has these tremen
dous and weighty burdens on his shoul
ders which all of us join in praying God 
that they be discharged in a way that 
will bring the situation in the Mideast 
to a speedy and, we hope, peaceful con
clusion. 

I think there are some postulates 
that ought to be talked about here as 
we get the debate started. One is that 
all Members, whichever resolution of 
the three before us that Members 
would support, all Members are serious 
and have approached this with a great 
deal of thoughtfulness. 

As one who has served in this body 
for over 20 years and having observed 
the debate for the last day or two, I 
think this is really going to be one of 
the high points of congressional service 
for all of us. 

I think another postulate is that 
Saddam Hussein is a vile, mean, and 
evil man who ought not to be condoned 
in any fashion by any civilized nation 
of the world. I think I ought to say as 
a veteran of the U.S. Army, back in the 
1950's, that I believe wars need to be 
fought from time to time, that they 
are not totally avoidable. My belief is 
that this one ought not to be fought 
now, but I believe many of us approach 
on the premise not just that all wars 
are bad but that this war may not be 
necessary now. 

Whatever is voted up at the end of 
the debate day after tomorrow, I think 
it is our responsibility as Members of 
the House to support the men and 
women in Operation Desert Shield, to 
be sure they have the materiel and all 
the support necessary to carry out 
their function. 

Having said that, Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in very strong and proud support of the 
gentleman's resolution. I intend, also, 
to support the resolution of our friend, 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. BEN
NE'IT], which I think establishes cor
rectly that the real power to declare 
war is vested in article I, section 8 of 
the Constitution, in the Congress, and 
not in the President. 

But the Hamilton-Gephardt resolu
tion is a stay-the-course resolution. It 
allows that the sanctions currently in 
place be continued, and that those 
sanctions be tightened. It makes sure 
that all the diplomatic efforts which 
are under way are continued and 
strengthened. It keeps the forces we 
have in place so that they would be 
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available to thwart any attack or to 
mount an offensive action if that is 
deemed necessary and voted up by this 
body at some time in the future. 

However, unlike the Solarz-Michel 
resolution, this one before us does not 
give the President a blank check or a 
carte blanche authority to take an of-
fensive action. · 

I have to ask these very simple ques
tions, Mr. Speaker. Why would we need 
to go to war right now or at midnight 
on Monday night, the beginning of Jan
uary 15? The President's objectives 
have largely been realized. Our hos
tages have been returned. The oil sup
plies are protected. Saudi Arabia nor 
any other nation in the area is threat
ened. The area is stabilized. 

The two other things the President 
desires to be done, that Kuwait be i'id 
of Saddam Hussein and his forces, and 
that the Sabah family be returned to 
the throne in Kuwait, I do not think 
are needed at this actual moment in 
time, needed eventually, but not right 
now needed enough to warrant going to 
war. 

I hear so much about this fragile coa
lition which might fall apart unless a 
war is fought at midnight Monday 
night or soon thereafter. If the coali
tion is that fragile, then maybe it is 
not really a coalition except in name 
only. 

Many of the members of the coalition 
are not paying the money they pledged. 
Many of the members of the coalition 
are not sending their men and cer
tainly not their women into this fight. 
So what is the coalition? Maybe that 
coalition is not really one anyway, and 
so it should not be the determining fac
tor of whether we send our men and 
women to a sure death in some cases, 
in order to preserve this coalition. 

I liken this to: this argument: "We 
will hold your coat while you do the 
fighting." That is what this is. There 
are a number of nations in the so
called coalition that said, "Hey, we 
will hold your coat, but we want you 
guys to do the fighting, and we then 
want you to pay for the fighting." 
They have not ponied up the money. 
They are not going to. They do not 
send us their troops, and they are not 
going to. But they want the benefits of 
our war. I do not think that is fair. I do 
not think that is something this House 
and this Congress ought to do. 

The whole idea here is to demonize 
Saddam Hussein and deify Kuwait. Ku
wait: We hear so much about Kuwait. 
We have got to restore the Al Sabah 
family; this is a great nation that has 
been run over by an aggressor. 

I will sum up by saying that Kuwait 
is a feudal dictatorship, a feudal king
dom. Its people do not vote. The major
ity of the people who lived within the 
bounds of Kuwait before the takeover 
were not even Kuwaiti citizens. They 
were guestworkers or U.S. people who 

were there doing work for the oil com
panies. 

The fact of the matter is there is 
nothing free and democratic. There is 
nothing devoted to human civil rights 
in the nation of Kuwait. Why, pray 
tell, should we sacrifice ourselves and 
our future to restore that? 

Mr. Speaker, I think what we ought 
to do is continue the sanctions, make 
sure they do not leak, make sure these 
members of the coalition who are 
knowingly allowing these leaks to take 
place not to take those actions, and 
then let us see what happens. 

If later down the road we have to 
take offensive action, we will do so. We 
should do it. But it ought not be done 
now at this point in time. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON], 
a member of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding 
me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not think anybody 
in America wants war. We are all con
cerned about our young men and 
women who are over in the Middle 
East. We want all of them to come 
home safe and sound. 

I just got back from a trip with 25 of 
my colleagues. I met with many of the 
young people from my district and 
across the country. They understand 
what it is all about. They want to do 
their job, but they sure miss their fam
ilies. They are concerned about their 
jobs and businesses back home. And 
they want to get it resolved as quickly 
as possible. 

Some of the people who have spoken 
up here today said, why do we not give 
sanctions time to work? Why do we not 
let this thing go on for a while and 
freeze Saddam Hussein out? 

Let me read to the Members what the 
head of the CIA said in a recent report, 
William Webster; he says, "Our judg
ment remains that even if sanctions 
continue to be enforced for an addi
tional 6 to 12 months," and that is 
keeping our young people out there in 
that desert for 6 to 12 months, "eco
nomic haMdship alone is unlikely to 
compel Saddam Hussein to retreat 
from Kuwait or cause regime-threaten
ing popular discontent in Iraq." He 
went on to say, "Saddam probably con
tinues to believe that Iraq can endure 
sanctions longer than the international 
coalition will hold together, and hopes 
that avoiding war will buy him time to 
negotiate a settlement more favorable 
to him." 

This man is a real butcher. The peo
ple of this country and the world need 
to know what he is capable of and what 
he has done. 

Amnesty International reports re
cently the following facts: "Eyewitness 
accounts tell how Iraqi forces have tor
tured and killed many hundreds of vie-

tims, taken several thousand prisoners 
and left more than 300 premature ba
bies without their systems of sur
vival," took their incubators away 
from them out of the Kuwaiti hos
pitals. "The report catalogs 38 methods 
of torture used by the Iraqi military. 
Iraqi forces have gouged out peoples 
eyes, cut off their tongues and ears, 
and shot people in the arms and legs, 
used electric shocks, and raped many 
victims. Moreover, the Amnesty Inter
national report notes that 'the massive 
scale of destruction and looting sug
gests that such incidents were neither 
arbitrary nor isolated, but rather re
flected a policy adopted by the Govern
ment of Iraq.' " 

Our country, our Government, our 
Congress needs to ask a number of 
questions. First of all, will sanctions 
work? The CIA says no. But are we 
going to keep our young people there 
indefinitely while we let them go on 
and on, these sanctions? 

Saddam Hussein's popularity in the 
Arab world continues to grow. He is 
facing down the Great Satan of the 
West to quote the late Ayatollah Kho
meini. 

As his popularity grows, the desta
bilizing factors take place throughout 
the Middle East. Do we want to wait 
until he develops a nuclear capability? 
We know he has been working on that 
for a long time. Some say 6 months, 
some say 1 year, and he will have it. Do 
we want to wait for that, thus endan
gering our troops in the Middle East 
but perhaps Western Europe, the Mid
dle East for sure and maybe even our
selves? Because he is also working on 
an intercontinental and intermediate 
system of delivery. He has been work
ing on that for some time. 

Do we want to wait until his popu
larity grows in those Arab States until 
he becomes such a hero that he will get 
people volunteering for military serv
ice for him from all over the Arab 
world? I can tell the Members that 
leaders of the Middle East are con
cerned about that. They are concerned 
about people volunteering to support 
him from Egypt, from Syria, from J or
dan, and from Iran, all over that area, 
and if he gets millions of more fol
lowers and his military power grows as 
he digs in over there, we are going to 
have to face a much more formidable 
force in the future. 

D 1850 
What Arab leader will stand with 

Members as we have today if his power 
grows? Make no mistake about it, it is 
because he is standing up and we have 
to negotiate with him. 

One thing is sure. If we wait, the cost 
will be much greater than it is today. 
We all want, and we all pray for a 
peaceful resolution of this crisis. But if 
war is to come, and we all hope it does 
not, but if war is to come, I hope our 
President will press the attack until 
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there is complete victory, complete 
victory. No half measure. Not one 
American life is to be sacrificed in this 
conflict, and then we settle for half a 
loaf. We must fight to win if this has to 
happen, a complete victory, so that no 
tryant in the future will feel he can do 
this again. We must support the So
larz-Michel amendment. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. GIBBONS]. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
shocked at this debate tonight because 
no one has told Members what it is 
really about. The Solarz-Michel resolu
tion is a declaration of war. Let me re
peat that: The Solarz-Michel resolution 
is a declaration of war. War has been 
declared by this body twice in my life
time. 

In 1941, a battle that really began in 
1935, culminated in a final declaration 
of war in this Chamber after the Jap
anese attacked the United States at 
Pearl Harbor and declared war on the 
United States. The second time in my 
lifetime it was declared in this Cham
ber was on August 4, 1964, when the 
Congress passed a resolution, a re.solu
tion far less damaging than this resolu
tion, a resolution which in its terms 
was said to be defensive, a resolution in 
which the sponsors said it was not a 
declaration of war, but history will 
show that the Gulf of Tonkin resolu
tion was a declaration of war that this 
Congress struggled with for . 8 years to 
get back under control. Through three 
Presidents: President Johnson, Presi
dent Nixon, and President Ford. 

Let there be no mistake about what 
is being done here. We are being asked 
to declare war. Oh, yes, it does not 
have all the ribbons on it, and all the 
high-sounding phrases, but it is just as 
strong as any declaration of war that 
has been issued in my lifetime. As I 
say, I have been through two of them. 

Now, do we want to go to war? I may 
eventually vote to go to war, but it is 
not the time to go to war now. We have 
been successful in what we sought to 
do with the manning of Operation 
Desert Shield. We stopped Saddam Hus
sein's expansion in that area of the 
world. We secured the release of our 
hostages. In fact, of all hostages. And 
while, as the speaker said a while ago, 
the people are going to rush to Saddam 
Hussein to fight on his side, that is not 
what the people in the rest of the world 
are doing today. They are streaming 
across the desert to get out of Iraq. 
They are not streaming across the 
desert to get in to fight. 

I heard and read what the Director of 
the CIA said. He said he expected that 
the sanctions would not be effective as 
far as dislodging Hussein, for 6 to 12 
months. He did not say the sanctions 
were not working. Everybody who has 
been over there and who has talked to 
the military leaders over there, and 
who have talked to the CIA as I have, 

knows that the sanctions are working, 
and that given a reasonable length of 
time, the sanctions will work. How
ever, what are we going to do if we de
clare war, as we may do here in 2 or 3 
days? Are we going to vote for the 
taxes that are necessary to finance this 
war? We are already running a deficit 
without any of the Desert Shield costs 
of $320 billion. That is, $320 billion for 
next year. War is estimated to cost 
over $1 billion a day, over and above 
what we already owe on it, and we al
ready owe $30 billion on it. 

Who among these Members is going 
to stand up and vote for a draft? I ask 
Members, are you going to vote for a 
draft? Members should not declare war 
2 days from now unless they are. The 
recruiting for the Army has already 
dropped off. Oh, yes, a few join the Air 
Force, a few may join the Navy, and 
some of the real gung-ho types may 
join the Marines, but the Army is the 
one that is going to do the fighting 
here; and the Army infantry is the one 
that is going to get killed. 

During the Vietnam war my wonder
ful wife took it upon herself to go out 
to the hospitals here, and most of them 
were in the Army hospital out here at 
Walter Reed. There were very few in 
the Navy, practically nobody in the Air 
Force, and she visited the wounded. 
Those that were able to move, and to 
walk or to ride in their wheelchairs, 
she brought them down here and fed 
them lunch in the Member's dining 
room. 

I went to the funerals. Let me tell 
Members, that is a very sobering expe
rience. Those young men did not know 
why they were fighting. They felt be
trayed. They were pitiful. However, 
that war that we declared right here on 
August 4, 1964, went on for 7 years 
under the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution. 
That was not nearly as strong, and the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. BROOM
FIELD] knows that, because he was here 
and he spoke on it at that time. It was 
not nearly as strong, and the speakers 
at that time denied that it was a dec
laration of war. However, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLARZ] 
said today, before the Cammi ttee on 
Rules, that this was tantamount to de
claring war, and he is .the chief sponsor 
of this so-called bipartisan resolution. 

Now, let there be no doubt, if that 
biparatisan resolution passes 2 days 
from now, we have effectively declared 
war. Get ready to vote for a draft. Get 
ready to vote for increased taxes. Get 
ready to go out to the hospitals and to 
go to the funerals that are going to re
sult for all of this. We do have another 
choice, and that other choice is to let 
the sanctions work. They are working. 
They will work. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH], 
a member of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, there is no 
blinking at the fact that we are going 
through greater crises, or as great a 
crisis as we faced during the Cuban 
missile crisis. Like then, I think we 
should focus on a diplomatic solution. 

There is a lot of talk of war here in 
this Chamber, a lot of hysteria. I think 
we should focus on peace, and how we 
can come to a peaceful resolution. The 
paramount question as I see it, is what 
can Congress do to promote peace. I 
think to promote peace, I think we 
should stand shoulder to shoulder with 
our troops in the Persian Gulf, and 
shoulder to shoulder with the Amer
ican people and with the President of 
the United States. 
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I would like to refer to a letter that 

the President sent to Members, I think 
it is important that we take these 
words very seriously. The President 
said to Members: 

I am determined to do whatever is nec
essary to protect America's security. I ask 
Congress to join with me in this task. 

I can think of no better way than for Con
gress to express its support for the President 
at this critical time. 

This truly is the last best chance for peace. 
I think that is what we should be fo

cusing on: Peace, and by standing with 
the President at this time in the next 
few days, we can achieve that. I believe 
that, and I think all of you believe 
that, too. To do otherwise would be to 
send the wrong signals. 

Barbara Tuchman in her famous 
book, "The Guns of August" talking 
about how the world slipped into the 
First World War, she said: 

Every nation miscalculated and that is 
why the war came. The Germans, the 
French, the Russians, the British, all miscal
culated. No one wanted the war, but they all 
miscalculated. 

What is taking place today? One mis
calculation after another, and I think 
that we have to stand firm so that 
there is no miscalculation. 

Some people say, "Don't vote with 
the President." Who should we vote 
with, Saddam Hussein? 

We are all elected, yes, but there is 
only one person in America who is 
elected by all the people, and that is 
the President, and he speaks for all the 
people. 

Yes, under article I, section 8, the 
Congress does declare war. Yes, we 
have a moral duty to speak out, but we 
cannot have 535 Commanders in Chief. 
We can have only one Commander in 
Chief, and that is the person who is 
elected by ali the people. 

Now, before you have a shooting war, 
you have a psychological war, and that 
is the war we are in right now. We have 
to win the psychological war if we are 
going to prevent a shooting war, and 
that is why this is so important. 

I understand the arguments that our 
allies are not doing their fair share, 



January 10, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 539 
that we get only 24 percent of the oil 
out of the Persian Gulf, that the Japa
nese get 85 percent. That is all true. I 
realize that. I realize that many times 
the world looks to America as a dairy 
cow to be milked, when America is 
only a strong horse willing to do its 
fair share, and that is going to change. 

But the world is not as you and I 
would like to see it. The world is as it 
is, and tonight we have almost 400,000 
young Americans in the Persian Gulf 
and we have to stand with them. We 
have a duty to them. We have a duty to 
their families and we have a duty to 
this country. We must back the Presi
dent. 

I, like you, get hundreds and hun
dreds of letters. I must have had 300 
telephone calls in my office today and 
hundreds of letters every day. Here is a 
letter from Mrs. Peter Schumacher in 
Green Bay. She says: 

I am writing to you to ask you to do every
thing in your power to bring the Middle East 
crisis to a peaceful solution and to com
pletely avoid war. I believe a nonviolent so
lution can be attained. Your prayers, my 
prayers are with you and the Congress. 

I think that is what the American 
people are saying this evening. I think 
this puts into a nutshell how the Amer
ican people feel. We want peace and the 
resolution that the President sent to 
us is not a resolution to start a war. It 
is a resolution to stop a war. 

Let us focus on peace. Let us stand 
united and we are going to achieve 
peace. 

Diplomacy without bargaining chips, 
without leverage, will make hope of a 
diplomatic solution just an illusive 
dream. 

We can resolve the pro bl em in the 
gulf through diplomacy. I really be
lieve that, but we must give the Presi
dent the tools and the leverage with 
which to do the job. These days be
tween now and January 15 are crucial. 
We must keep true faith with our sol
diers in the Persian Gulf. We must 
keep true faith with the families of the 
soldiers in the gulf. We must keep true 
faith with the American people and we 
must keep faith with each other. If we 
do that, we are going to have peace in 
the gulf. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self 12 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I am beginning my 23d 
year as a Member of this House. During 
that time I have been exceedingly priv
ileged to represent the people of the 
Seventh Congressional District of the 
State of Wisconsin. I have to say that 
this vote which we will cast this week
end is for me the heaviest responsibil
ity that I have had to bear in the 23 
years that I have represented my con
stituents. 

With all my heart, I wish I could sup
port the President in every respect 
with respect to his policy in the Middle 
East. I have supported everything he 
has done up to this point. But my obli-

gation to the Constitution which I 
took an oath to uphold just a little 
over a week ago, my obligation to the 
constituents who I represent and my 
obligations to my own conscience dic
tate to me that today I have to take 
another path, and therefore I will be 
supporting the Gephardt-Hamilton res
olution, rather than the resolution re
quested by the President. 

The Gephardt-Hamilton resolution, 
as you know, supports the use of force 
to enforce the embargo, to repel direct 
attack against either Saudi Arabia or 
United States troops, but it urges more 
time before we actually decide to wage 
war without actually precluding a deci
sion to wage war in the future. 

What I would like to do is simply to 
take some of the arguments which we 
have heard being made by those who 
are suggesting that we ought to pass 
the resolution requested by the Presi
dent this weekend. 

First of all, the argument is made 
that if the Congress ratifies the U.N. 
resolution, it is simply putting the 
stamp of approval on an action taken 
by the United Nations, which had been 
promoted by the United States. I would 
suggest that it is one thing for the 
United Nations to authorize a member 
state to engage in offensive military 
operations, but for the legislative body 
of a member state to ratify that resolu
tion really is, as the gentleman from 
Florida indicated, tantamount to a 
declaration of war by that state with
out forthrightly saying so. 

Furthermore, it takes the U.N. reso
lution to an even higher level. It ratch
ets it up one additional level. It is one 
thing for the United Nations to author
ize a member state to engage in offen
sive operations, but very frankly, 
many of our allies, especially in Eu
rope, are sending a lot of advice and an 
occasional check, but it is Americans 
who will spill most of the blood when 
the shooting starts. When the fighting 
starts it will be largely Americans, not 
French, not Germans, who will do the 
dying. After the war it will be Uncle 
Sam and Uncle Sam's taxpayers who 
will be asked to pick up the pieces, to 
put Humpty-Dumpty in the Middle 
East back together again and the long
term costs will be enormous. 

I have a good friend whose husband 
was a Middle East scholar and who her
self was born in the Middle East, born 
in Aleppo, now in Syria. She said to me 
a few weeks ago: 

Dave, never forget this. Remember that in 
the Arab world we have had family quarrels 
for hundreds of years and we will continue to 
have family quarrels for hundreds of years, 
and just because one of the family members 
is now asking you to step in and solve the 
family squabble does not necessarily mean 
that that same family member will not be 
blaming you for the entire squabble five 
years from now. That is just the way the 
Middle East is. 

And I think she is correct. 
She said something else. She said: 

Remember in the Middle East people think 
in terms of 500 years of history, not in terms 
of 5 years of history, and whatever you do 
will be with America in that region for gen
erations to come. 

And she is right. 
Second, proponents of the President's 

new position charge that sanctions will 
not work, but the fact is when sanc
tions were first applied, the adminis
tration told us that they would take 
between 6 months and a year to work. 
Sanctions were adopted with that time 
frame in mind. 

The question with respect to sanc
tions is not whether or not Iraq can 
import oranges. The question is wheth
er or not, in the foreseeable future, 
those sanctions have a significant 
chance to hit Iraq hard enough to 
change their political conduct and it 
clearly has not been demonstrated that 
they will not. 

The burden of proof is not on those 
who say that we should not go to war. 
The burden of proof on that subject is 
on the shoulders of those who say that 
we should. 

We are told that the sanctions are 
not working, they are not going to hit 
Iraq hard enough. 
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And yet oil exports represent 50 per

cent of Iraq's GNP. Iraq has completely 
. lost its ability to export that commod
ity. 

That means over the next few 
months Iraq is likely to experience a 
GNP drop of somewhere between 50 and 
60 percent. 

The United States is now concerned 
because we are worried about experi
encing about a 3-percent drop in our 
GNP in the coming recession. That dif
ference between what is going to hap
pen to us and what is going to happen 
to Iraq clearly demonstrates the gigan
tic stress that continued sanctions 
could put on the Iraqi economy. 

Nobody has conclusively dem
onstrated that they will not work. We 
have more time. 

We certainly have more time to 
allow sanctions to wear down the effec
tive operating capacity of the Iraqi 
army, when they will experience an in
creased need for spare parts. If we do 
have to attack, we ought to attack 
when they are at their weakest, not 
when they are at their strongest. 

Third, the argument is made that if 
we do not act now, Iraq may obtain a 
nuclear capability that would one day 
even threaten the United States. 

Well, it is possible that Iraq might 
eventually obtain a limited nuclear ca
pability, but as is the case with sanc
tions, the issue before us at this point 
is not whether we should attack but 
whether we should attack now. 

To say that we are required to en
gage i n a military bloodbath today to 
minimize the theoretical possibility 
that down the line Iraq might achieve 
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nuclear weapons is to me a giant leap 
in logic. 

We have ample time to take military 
action before that event occurs, and 
anybody who has been briefed on the 
subject knows it. 

The fourth assertion is that Saddam 
cannot be allowed to control 50 percent 
of the world's oil reserves because he 
might ratchet up the price and squeeze 
down the world's oil production. 

But again that is a hypothetical that 
might require action in the future. It 
does not require action now. 

Saddam today does not control 50 
percent of the oil reserves of the world. 
He controls somewhat less than 20, and 
the United States relies on Iraqi and 
Kuwaiti oil only for about 4 percent of 
our supplies. We can handle that loss 
now because of the increased produc
tion from Saudi Arabia. 

U.S. casualty estimates from a gulf 
conflict are currently estimated to be 
somewhere between 1,000 dead, ranging 
up to approximately 10,000 dead, de
pending upon the scenario. 

Our European allies rely on Middle 
East oil for a far larger share of oil 
than we do. Yet their people will not 
experience anywhere near the casualty 
rates that America's young people will 
face in the gulf. I simply do not believe 
it is worth losing even 1,000 American 
lives at this point to guarantee the rest 
of the world their continued oil supply, 
at least until we have exhausted, I 
mean exhausted rather than tested, all 
other possibilities. 

Up to this point, Saddam has not 
been able to manipulate the supply of 
oil as alarmists feared he might be able 
to do in the future. If that occurs in 
the future, we may have to attack, but 
we do not have to do it now. 

Fifth, the comparison to Hitler is 
preposterous. We have the military 
power to wipe out Saddam any time 
the West chooses. Saddam poses no of
fensive threat to the world, at present, 
as Hitler did in 1939. 

The offensive threat he poses to the 
Middle East has been contained. 
George Bush has already taken the 
steps which Neville Chamberlain re
fused to take in the 1930's. 

If we are going to try to draw histori
cal analogies, we at least ought to try 
to draw the right ones. 

Last, we are told that we need a new 
world order. Well, I believe in a new 
world order. I want to see it come 
about. But the new world order that 
the President is proposing and is ask
ing Congress to endorse appears to me 
to be the same old order idea that the 
United States should serve as the 
world's policeman. If that is to be the 
new world order, the only difference be
tween it and the old is that American 
troops will die enforcing U.N. resolu
tions instead of enforcing our own uni
lateral policies. 

That is not enough of a change in the 
world order to suit me. The new world 

order I want to see is one under which 
the civilized nations of the world would 
be prepared on a systematic and uni
fied basis to totally isolate politically 
and economically any nation which in
vades its neighbors and which reserves, 
as the last resort, collective military 
action to repel aggression. 

That new order should mean that 
military action ought to play a lesser 
rather than a greater role in world 
events. 

Secretary of State Baker said yester
day, "Now the choice lies with the 
Iraqi leadership." 

I have a great deal of respect for the 
Secretary, but I simply am not willing 
to allow Iraq to make life-or-death de
cisions about American lives. That is 
why I will vote against the resolution 
requested by the White House and for 
the Gephardt-Hamilton resolution. 

If you really believe that we ought to 
take the last step for peace, then you 
ought to not vote to go to war. You 
ought to vote to try to maintain the 
peace, and that is the key difference 
between the two approaches. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. OXLEY]. 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, for all but 
a handful of us in the Chamber and the 
membership at large, this is our first 
opportunity to vote on 






































































